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PREFACE 


In 1973, Glenn Morrow, Adam Scybert Professor Emeritus of Moral 
and Intellectual Philosophy at the University of Pennsylvania, died, 
while still rather less than half way through a translation of Proclus’ 
Commentary on the Parmenides. He had published the Commentary on the 
First Book of Euclid in 1970 and had plainly developed in his retirement 
a taste for the tortuous ramifications of Proclus’ style and thought. 
Charles Kahn of the University of Pennsylvania, Morrow’s literary ex- 
ecutor, asked me if 1 would be willing to complete the work. I accepted 
the task without much thought, although I had various other commit- 
ments, sincc I felt that it would be a good excuse to give a close reading 
to a work that I might otherwise be tempted to avoid. The consequence 
was ten years of hard labour (though with many interruptions), the re- 
sults of which I present to the world with relicf not unmixed with 
trepidation. 

Nicholas of Cusa is said to have valued Proclus’ Commentary on the 
Parmenides above all other books (the Sacred Scriptures, we trust, 
apart), and it has been a major influence on many other thinkers, both 
in the Greek East, and later, through William of Moerbeke’s translation 
(probably donc in the 1280s), in the Latin West. The roll call begins 
with Damascius and ‘Dionysius the Arcopagite,” includes such figures 
as Aquinas, Ficino and Pico, and may best be seen, perhaps, as ending 
with Hegel! and Schelling. 

As a uscful interpretation of Plato’s Parmenides, the Commentary be- 
gan to be dismissed in the last century, as the new critical approach to 
Plato began to take effect. I present it here, not primarily as an exegesis 
of Plato’s text (though from time to time Proclus’ insights arc useful, 
or at least challenging), but rather as a monument of Neoplatonic met- 
aphysics, disguised, as so much Neoplatonic philosophy is, in the form 
of a commentary. 

I have been enormously helped in the preparation of this translation 
by the unstinting aid provided by Prof. L. G. Westerink of SUNY Buf- 
falo, who patiently checked every page of it and provided a host of cor- 
rections, often involving brilliant emendations of the text. For access 
to William of Moerbekce’s Latin translation, and for many fruitful sug- 
gestions over and above it, as well as much enjoyable discussion of the 
problems, I am greatly indebted to Dr. Carlos Steel of the University 


' As witness Hegel’s praise of the Parmenides Cormmentary in his Vorlesungen iiber die 
Geschichte der Philosophie 1 i (Werke, 2d cd., vol. XIV, p. 206), and Phaenomenologie des 
Geistes, preface, vol. IT, p. 55. 
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of Louvain, who is currently completing an cdition of the Latin text, 
the first volume of which has already appeared,” with the second to ap- 
pear shortly. Stecl will then embark on a Budé edition of the Greek 
text, which will put the text at last on as sound a footing as can be 
hoped for. Ideally, this translation should have waited for that happy 
event, but in fact most of the necessary emendations in the text are al- 
ready embodied in it, owing to the fortunate circumstances outlined 
above. 

I am most grateful, also, to Professor Elizabeth Anscombe and Dr. 
Lotte Labowsky for allowing me to make use of their translation of the 
final portion of the commentary on the First Hypothesis, which is only 
preserved in Latin. 

For the immense patience and energy in typing and retyping a vast 
and tedious manuscript I extend my heartfelt thanks and appreciation 
to my wife, Jean, to whom my share of the work is dedicated, and the 
secretary of the School of Classics of Trinity College, Dublin, Mrs. 
Rosemary Doran. I would like to express my gratitude also to Eliza- 
beth Powers of Princcton University Press for her heroic work on my 
rather troublesome manuscript. 


2 Proclus: Commentaire sur le Parménide de Platon: Traduction de Guillaume de Moerbeke, 
Tome I: Livres 1a JV, Leuven, 1982. 


GENERAL INTRODUCTION 


A. LIFE AND WORKS, WITH A BRIEF 
INTRODUCTION TO 
PROCLUS’ PHILOSOPHICAL SYSTEM 


I do not propose to devote much spacc to a survey of Proclus’ career 
and philosophical position, since this has been donc adcquately else- 
where, not least by Glenn Morrow in his introduction to Proclus’ Eu- 
clid Commentary, which may be regarded as a companion volume to 
this,' but for the convenience of the reader something should be said. 


LIFE 


Proclus was born in Constantinople, of a prosperous Lycian family 
from Xanthos, on February 8, a.p. 412.? His father, Patricius, a law- 
yer, was there on business at the time, but returned shortly afterwards 
to Xanthos, where Proclus received his basic education. It is plain that 
Proclus’ parents were staunch pagans (Marinus describes them as “out- 
standing in virtuc,”” VP 6) and it is interesting to observe how relatively 
comfortably Patricius operated in the empire of Theodosius II (408- 
450). 

As soon as was reasonable (perhaps in his mid-tcens), his father sent 
Proclus to study in Alexandria, with a view to his following him into 
the legal profession. There he lived with a prominent sophist, Leonas, 
who introduced him into the ruling circles of Egypt, including Theo- 
dorus, the governor at the time. At some point around year 430, 
Leonas was sent by the governor on a mission to Constantinople and 
took the young Proclus with him to continue his studies. Proclus was 
at this stage, it seems, already inclining to philosophy rather than law, 
and at Constantinople he scems to have come to some sort of decision 
about his future, which Marinus piously attributes to the influence of 
Athena (VP 9), but which may be more plausibly ascribed to the ex- 


1 See also the accounts of R. T. Wallis, in Neoplatonism, ch.5, A. C. Lloyd in ch. 19 of 
the Cambridge History of Later Greek and Early Medieval Philosophy, and Saffrcy and Wes- 
terink in the introduction to vol. 1 of their Budé edition of the Platonic Theology. The 
older work of L. J. Rosin, The Philosophy of Proclus, is still useful. Excellent also is 
R. Beutler's RE article, “Proklos,” Band XXIII, 1(1957): cols, 186-247. 

2 Our almost exclusive source for Proclus’ life is the hagiographical biography of his 
pupil (and successor as hcad of the School) Marinus. Marinus actually gives us Proclus’ 
horoscope (VP 35) and thus an exact date for his birth. Marinus tells us also that he died 
on April 17, 485 (124 years from accession of Julian in 361). Proclus, in a way character= 
istic of Neoplatonic philosophers, tells us virtually nothing about himself. 
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perience of meeting students and professors of philosophy who had 
been through the schools of Athens. On his return to Alexandria, he 
enrolled in the lectures of the Aristotclian Olympiodorus and not long 
afterwards, becoming dissatisfied with the approach to philosophy he 
experienced in Alexandria, sct sail in 430 or 431 for Athens in search of 
deeper truths, 

What his father had to say about this is not recorded by Marinus, but 
it does not seem that his allowance was cut, so we may assume patcrnal 
good will. Once arrived in Athens, he attached himself to the Platonic 
Schoo] of Syrianus and the aged Plutarch, and made an excellent 
impression. Plutarch had officially retired, but agreed to read Aris- 
totle’s De Anima and Plato’s Phaedo with the young man, and even took 
him in to live with him. No commentary by Proclus on either of these 
works survives, but Plutarch apparently urged him to write up his 
notes on their sessions, so this early experience probably had consid- 
erable influence on his doctrine of the soul. 

After Plutarch’s death two years later, Proclus moved in with Syri- 
anus and in the next two years worked through the whole of Aristotle 
with him (VP 13), and following on that, the works of Plato. Since 
Marinus emphasises that he went through Plato “in proper order,” we 
may infer, J think, that Syrianus observed something like the Iambli- 
chean sequence of ten dialogues,* beginning with the Alcibiades I and 
ending with the Philebus, followed by the two “summits” of Platonic 
philosophy, the Timaeus and the Parmenides. This admittedly would 
not provide for either the Republic or the Laws, which Marinus in chap- 
ter 14 assures us that he studied as well, so space was found for them in 
the course at some stage. Marinus also tells us that by the age of 
twenty-seven, after about eight years of residence in Athens, Proclus 
had composed a commentary on the Timmaeus, “and many other trea- 
tises.”” The problems of dating which this statement involves are dis- 
cussed below (in sect. C). By the time ofthe Timaeus Cornmentary, Syri- 
anus would appear to have died, to judge from the past tenses in which 
Proclus consistently refers to his views. The generally agreed date of 
Syrianus’ death is “c. a.p. 437,” though the evidence is not very defi- 
nite. All we know (from Marinus, VP 26) is that, after the completion 
of their Platonic studies, Syrianus proposed to Proclus, and to his fel- 
low-student Domninus, that he expound to them either the Orphic 
poems or the Chaldaean Oracles, as being the ultimate repositories of 
theological wisdom, but Proclus and Domninus could not agree as to 
which they wanted to read, and Syrianus died shortly afterwards. 

Proclus then seems to have succeeded to the headship of the Platonic 


3 Cf. Procl. In Alc. 11.11, and Anton. Proleg. to Platonic Philosophy, ch. 26. 
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School at about the age of 25.+ He held this position for almost fifty 
years, until his death in 485. During this period he seems to have 
achieved something of a position of prominence in Athenian society, 
despite the inevitably hostile Christian cnvironment. As Marinus re- 
ports (VP 15) ‘the sometimes took part in political deliberations, at- 
tending public meetings and proposing resolutions with practical wis- 
dom (&ud@pdvws). He also consulted with magistrates on matters of 
justice, not only exhorting these men, but in a manner compelling 
them, with his philosophic plain speaking, to do their proper duty.” 
He also took some part in public education. He even appears to have 
intervened on an international level. Marinus (VP 15) speaks of him 
““writing letters to those in authority, and thus benefitting whole cit- 
ies,” of which he mentions Andros as an example. 

He enjoyed the protection of at least one prominent member of so- 
ciety, by the name of Rufinus (VP 23), who attended his lectures, but 
such protection could not shield him from one period of persecution 
(VP 15), when he found it prudent to withdraw from Athens for a year, 
and went to Lydia, whcre he occupied himself with studying and as- 
sisting in the preservation and revival of the local cults. Whatever 
caused the political storm, it blew over, and he returned to resume his 
accustomed activities. 

All this public business did not seem to hinder him from getting 
through a prodigious amount of teaching and writing. Marinus tells us 
(VP 22) that he gave customarily five lectures or seminars a day, some- 
times more, and wrote about seven hundred lines. In addition, he con- 
sorted with other philosophers and conducted informal evening con- 
versazioni. He also was liable to be up half the night at his devotions— 
the religious side of Proclus must not be forgotten. His hymns were 
often composed at night, or early in the morning, sometimes as the re- 
sult of a dream (VP 28). 

This pace of life seems to have continued for upwards of forty years, 
until a few years before his death in his sixty-ninth year, when his 
health failed and he was able to do little more than compose a few 
hymns and converse with his friends until his death three years later 
(VP 26). He was succeeded in the headship of the school, first by his 
faithful disciple and biographer, Marinus, and then by a rather more 
substantial philosopher, Isidore. 


* Possibly only after a short period of headship by Domninus, but this conjecture is 
based only on Marinus’ reference to Domninus in ch. 26 as ¢Aécodos Kat Suxdoxos. How- 
ever, inch. 12, Marinus speaks of Syrianus finding in Proclus “the successor he had long 
been seeking,” and the probability is that his reference to Domninus as duaéBoxos in ch. 
26is non-technical, though Domninus may have shared in the headship in some way for 


a while. Proclus refers to him twice in the In Timm. (I, 110.1 and 122.18) as “our compan- 
Ion. 
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As for Proclus’ many works, their order, with special] reference to the 
place among them of the Parmenides Commentary, will be discussed be- 
low, in section B. What we have, in brief, are first, three systematic 
works—two, the Elements of Physics and the Elements of Theology, rela- 
tively early works, the third, the Platonic Theology, certainly a late one. 
Then there is an impressive succession of massive commentaries, of 
which thosc that survive are the ones on the Alcibiades I, the Timaeus, 
and the Parmenides (in all cases abruptly truncated, possibly by an ex- 
hausted scribe). The commentary on the Cratylus survives only in sum- 
marized form, and even that gives up at Cratylus 407C. The “‘commen- 
tary” on the Republic is actually a series of seventeen essays on aspects 
of the dialogue, collected together. He also wrote a commentary on 
Book I of Euclid’s Elements. We know, as well, of lost commentarics 
on the Phaedo, Gorgias, Phaedrus, Theaetetus, and Philebus. There were 
also commentaries on the Chaldaean Oracles, the basic “‘sacred text” 
of later Neoplatonism, and on the Enneads of Plotinus. 

Then we havea series of monographs on particular topics, originally 
thought only to survive in the Latin version of William of Mocrbcke 
(who also translated the Timaeus and Parmenides Commentaries), but re- 
cently rediscovered by L. G. Westerink in the guise of works by the 
Byzantine Isaac Sebastocrator, whom Westerink discerned to be sim- 
ply plagiarising Proclus: (1) Ten Problems Concerning Providence, (2) On 
Providence and Fate, and (3) On the Existence of Evil. All have now re- 
ceived modern editions (sce Bibliography). 

In addition, Proclus composed a number of religious or theurgic 
works, of which all that survives is a fragment, On the Hieratic Art ac- 
cording to the Greeks, and a collection of seven hymns. 


PHILOSOPHICAL SYSTEM 


The question of what may properly be regarded as the philosophy of 
Proclus is a vexed one. He has traditionally been regarded as the major 
figure in the development of later, “Athenian,” Neoplatonism. In so 
far as he is the great systematiser of this philosophy, thisis a valid view, 
but it has become increasingly clear, as his writings have been studied 
critically, that very little of what he presents to us is original to him- 
self—nor, to be fair to him, does he try to disguise his indebtedness to 
his predecessors, particularly to Syrianus. Indeed, when the faithful 
Marinus comes, in chapter 23 of his biography, to catalogue his mas- 
ter’s innovations in philosophy, he makes the following remarkable 
statement: 
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He became the author of many doctrines not previously discov- 
ered, both concerning nature and the realm of Intellect and things 
stil] more divine. For it was he who was the first to assert the ex- 
istence of a class of souls which can contemplate many Forms si- 
multancously, a class which he very properly postulated as inter- 
mediate between the intellect, which cognises in advance all things 
together in a simple intuition, and souls, which pass consecutively 
in thought from one Form to another. Anyone who wishes can 
come upon his original doctrines, if they go through his works, a 
thing which I have declined to do in the present context, for fear 
of excessively lengthening my account, if 1 were to go through 
everything. 


Now Marinus, it may be argued, is a biographer of little brain, but 
one would think that, as the key contribution of his mastcr to the de- 
velopment of Platonism, he could have come up with something more 
impressive than this (he hints vaguely at scores of other innovations, 
but one must assume that thcy were of the same order of importance). 

This is, therefore, I think, a most significant passage. What we have 
herc is the filling of a small gap by Proclus in the very comprehensive 
system of links and intermediate entities with which, first, lamblichus, 
and then Syrianus, adorned the Neoplatonic universe. This interme- 
diate class of soul, if it has a use, may have been postulated as the sort 
of soul possessed by such bodhisattvas as Orpheus, Pythagoras, Plato, 
Plotinus, Iamblichus or Syrianus, but it may be just a logical construc- 
tion, Proclus having perceived the possibility of an intermediate term 
between Intellect, which is static and intuitive, and Soul proper, which 
is in motion and discursive (cf. perhaps, ET, prop. 184). In that case, 
he would scem to be postulating a rather self-contradictory entity, part 
intuitive, part discursive. 

I dwell on this detail because it accords with the impression one 
forms from the commentaries. On the rare occasions when Proclus 
ventures explicitly to interposc his own opinion, it is always on a mat- 
ter of detail, often of a theurgic nature, and not suggestive of the work- 
ings of a great original mind. Nevertheless, Proclus is what we have 
got, and to understand him we must possess at least an overview of the 
doctrines of the Athenian School. 

The relatively simple metaphysical scheme of Plotinus, providing 
for just the three Hypostases—One, Intellect, and Soul—seems to have 
suffered elaboration already at the hands of his senior pupil Amelius 
(who had a special weakness for triads), but from the perspective of the 
Athenian School itis lamblichus (c. 245-325) who began the major sys- 
tem of scholastic claboration which is the mark of later Neoplatonism. 
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Already Plotinus had felt the tension between a totally transcendent 
One, negatively described, and a One which is in some way the origin 
of all things. We also find in some of his works a tendency to elevate 
the Logos into something like a further hypostasis and a tendency to 
separate a higher and a lower Soul (the lower being Nature), but in 
general Plotinus resists the multiplication of entities, something he as- 
sociates with Gnostic woolly-mindedness (Enn. II, 9.1). 

However, he left many questions open for his successors, and espe- 
cially when, with Iamblichus, Neoplatonism becomes something of a 
religion as well, the desire to accommodate the multitude of traditional 
{and not-so-traditional) deities, as well as entities deriving from the 
Chaldaean Oracles and the Orphic writings, together with a philo- 
sophic concern to fill in the gaps in Plotinus’ universe, led to a multi- 
plicity of elaborations. 


Some Basic Principles 


Despite its appearance of Byzantine stratification and complexity, 
Proclus’ philosophy is a dynamic system, a system postulating contin- 
uous intellectual motion, and we should therefore begin by examining 
some of the basic laws governing the being of the intelligible, and in- 
deed of the sensible, world. 


The Derivation of Multiplicity from Unity 


“All that exists,” states proposition 11 of the Elements of Theology, 
“proceeds from a single first cause.” This principle is then elaborated 
on below: 


There is a first cause of all existing things, whence thcy severally 
procced as branches from a root, some ncar to it and others more 
remote. 


The basic problem with which all Neoplatonic speculation is con- 
cerned, from Plotinus on, is how a multiplicity, and worse, a multi- 
plicity of levels of being, can derive from a totally transcendent and 
Simple One. Plotinus had propounded the theory of undiminished 
giving by the One, the image of the inexhaustible spring, which creates 
without being affected by its creation (e.g. Ean. V, 3.12; II, 8.10). The 
universe thus produced from the One is a plenum, in which no gap can 
be tolerated (e.g. Enn. I, 9.3). From Iamblichus on, as I have said, this 
principle leads to a progressive multiplication of entities—not of hy- 

5 A tension well described by A. H. Armstrong in his book, The Architecture of the In- 


telligible Universe in the Philosophy of Plotinus, Cambridge, 1940 (repr. Hakkert, 1967). 
esp. chs, 1-3. 
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postases, since the basic distinction of henadic, noetic, and psychic 
realms remains, but of moments within each hypostasis. The principle 
which Dodds calls the ‘law of continuity’’s is well stated by Proclus at 
De Prov. IV, 20 (= VII, 28, of Isaac Sebastocrator’s version): “the 
processions of real beings, far more even than the positions of physical 
bodies in space, leave no vacuum, but everywhere there are mean 
terms between extremities, which provide for them a mutual linkage” 
(cf. also PT Ill, 2, p. 6.21ff. S-W). 


Relations of Causes and Effects 


This involves a system of production in which “every producing 
cause brings into existence things like to itself before the unlike” (ET, 
prop. 28), raising the question of the relations between causes and ef- 
fects, another subject of basic importance for Proclus’ system. This is 
dealt with in propositions 75-86 of the Elements of Theology, which 
should be read in this connection.’ The first principle (prop. 75) is that 
“every cause properly so-called transcends its effect.’’ The alternative 
would be that it is immanent in its effect, and so to some extent inferior 
to it. This principle that causes are not in their effects (though effects 
are in their causes, as we shall see) must cause us to qualify any talk of 
Neoplatonism having a doctrine of emanation; what we have is more a 
sort of illumination of the lowcr by the higher; causes, as we learn in ET, 
props. 26-27, are not diminished by their production. 

Another principle of wide application is that laid down in ET, props. 
56-57: “All that is produced by secondary beings is in a greater measure 
produced from those prior and more determinative principles from 
which the secondary were themselves derived” (56); and “Every cause 
both operates prior to its conscquent and gives rise to a greater number 
of posterior terms” (57). The idea is that the efficacy of the higher 
causes is not limited to their immediate products (as, for instance, In- 
tellect’s production of Soul), but extends on down through the prod- 
ucts of these products, and actually beyond, to entities not caused by 
its own immediate products. This interesting doctrine produces the re- 
markable result, for example, that Matter is dependent for its ‘“‘exist- 
ence”’ (such as it is—sub-existence, more accurately) on the One alone, 
while Nous is the cause of being for inanimate objects, to which Soul 
does not extend. In PT Ill, 6, we find an elaborate working-out of the 
theory in respect of the relations of the One to the three chief moments 
of the hypostasis of Nous—Bcing, Life, and Intellect (well set out by 
Dodds on p. 232 of his Elements of Theology). The doctrine is also given 


§ Elements of Theology, p. 216, commenting on ET, prop. 28. 


* Cf also In Pann., pp. 745-746, a good summation of Proclas’ theory of spiritual pro- 
ductivity. 
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an ingenious application at Jn Parm. 691.5ff., to the relations among 
Parmenides, Zeno, and Socrates. 


Cyclic Creativity 


While causes are not affected by their effects, every effect both pro- 
ceeds from its cause and is implicit in it. As we learn in ET, prop. 30: 
‘All that is immediately produced by any principle both remains in the 
producing cause and proceeds from it.” Further, prop. 31 tells us, ‘*All 
that proceeds from any principle reverts in respect of its being upon 
that from which it proceeds.” Thesc propositions, and those that fol- 
low (32-39), express the doctrine of cyclic creativity, enunciated by 
Plotinus in such passages as V, 2.1 or V1, 5.7, and thereafter basic to 
Neoplatonism. Werner Beierwaltes makes this the chief theme of his 
great work, Proklos: Grundztige seiner Metaphysik,® and he is right to do 
so. The cyclic process of rest in the causal principle, procession from it 
and reversion towards it (uovy, mpdodos, EriatpodH) governs all activity 
both in the intelligible and in the physical worlds. The original rest in 
one’s cause is a state of potentiality (8uvapis) which can also be viewed 
as the cause’s potency (these two senses of Sdvayis are combined in 
Neoplatonic thought) while both procession and reversion are required 
before actuality (évépyeua) is achieved. Procession alone would result 
only in indefiniteness; an entity fixes its essence only through reflecting 
back on its cause. The cause has thus a double function, both producer 
of the effect and goal of perfection for it. The process of érurrpogy is 
exceedingly complex, as every lesser causc is simultaneously acting as 
the goal of its own product’s reversion and is engaged in reversion 
upon its own causc, and all are ultimately reverting upon the One. 

A particular feature of this cyclical process of causation is the doc- 
trine of causal series or ‘chains’ (cevpai) of entities on different levels 
of being dependent on a single cause. ET, prop. 21, declares: ‘‘Every 
order (réées) has its beginning in a monad and procceds to a multi- 
plicity (7AqVos) co-ordinate therewith; and the multiplicity in any or- 
der may be carried back to a single monad”; and prop. 97: ““The origin- 
ative cause of each scries (vetpcd) communicates its distinctive property 
(ttérys) to the entire series; and what the cause is primarily the series 
is in subordinate degrecs (xond° ipeow).’’ Every entity, in fact, is in the 
‘chain’ of some henad. To anticipate slightly, in later Neoplatonism, 
beginning with Iamblichus, the realm of the One was enriched with a 
multiplicity of rather contradictory-sounding entities called henads, 
which served as the supra-intelligible, but participated, first principles 
of all classes of being. The traditional Platonic Forms are upstaged by 


® Klostermann, Frankfurt am Main, 1965. 
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these new entities, since the Forms are intellects, and thus not suffi- 
ciently unitary, it seems, to serve as first principles. The realm of the 
One, where the first principle should preside in solitary state, thus be- 
comes strangely cluttered, in the interests of logic and the principle of 
plenitude. 

The corollary of prop. 21 is worth quoting in extenso, I think, since 
it gives a conspectus of how Proclus secs individual entitics at each level 
of being relating, first, to the monad of their own realm, and then to 
what is above them: 


From this it is apparent that in the nature of body unity and plu- 
rality coexist in such a manner that the one Nature has the many 
natures dependent from it, and, conversely, these are derived from 
one Nature, that of the whole; that the Soul-order, originating 
from one primal Soul, descends to a manifold of souls and again 
carries back the manifold to the one; that to intellective essence be- 
longs an intellective monad and a manifold of intelligences pro- 
ceeding from a single Intelligence and reverting thither; that for 
the One which is prior to all things there is the manifold of the 
henads, and for the henads the upward tension linking them with 
the One. Thus there are henads consequent upon the primal Onc, 
intelligences consequent on the primal Intelligence, souls consc- 
quent on the final Soul, and a plurality of natures consequent on 
the universal Nature. 


Proclus makes use of this doctrine of pluralities ruled over by monads 
near the beginning of the Parmenides Commentary, at 620.5ff., in dis- 
cussing Parmenides’ doctrine of the One. The monad of each level has 
a relation to its own taxis of reality analogous to that of the One to the 
whole of reality (cf. PT II, 5, pp. 38.3f€. S-W). 


Participation 


Related to this process of cyclic creativity is the distinction between 
‘participated’ (uedexrds) and ‘unparticipated’ (4uédex7os) aspects of 
each hypostasis. The primal monad of each level of reality, beginning 
with the One itself, is ‘unparticipated’. It is a ‘whole-before-the-parts’ 
(6Adrns 7d THY LEpwv), as Opposed to a ‘whole-of-parts’ (éx 7av pepav) 
(cf. ET, prop. 67), which is its ‘participated’ moment, as being partic- 
ipated in by the individual entities on the same hypostatic level (e.g. 
intellects or souls). All higher entitics (e.g. intellects) are also partici- 
pated in by the entities next lower to them (in this case, souls), though 
Intellect itself, the intelligible monad, is not so participated. On the 
other hand, it participates in the hypostasis above it (in this case, the 
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henadic realm) and indeed can be scen as the lowest element of that 
realm. ET, prop. 23, is a basic statement of this relationship. It lays 
down that “‘all that is unparticipated produces out of itself the partia- 
pated, and all participated levels of an hypostasis are linked by upward 
tension to unparticipated entities.” 

The complexities of this relationship have recently been well dis- 
cussed by A. C. Lloyd in a paper, ‘Procession and Division in Pro- 
clus.’”” The motive for making this distinction between unparticipated 
and participated is to preserve the transcendence of higher entities, 
while allowing for the processes of creation. The extreme realism of 
Proclus’ philosophical position leads to his postulation of distinct en- 
tities answering to each aspect of an hypostasis, but things become 
clearer if we think of them as just aspects after all. All of Proclus’ triadic 
constructions are also unities. 

The three moments of the hypostasis of Nous are illustrated vividly 
near the beginning of the Parmenides Commentary (Book I, 628.1ff.) 
where Parmenides, Zeno and Socrates are likened, respectively, to the 
‘unparticipated and divine Intellect’, ‘participated Intellect’, and ‘partic- 
ular intellect’ (i.e. the individual intellect as participant in the generic 
Intellect). Other important passages are 745.40-746.20; 1041.20-30; 
and 1069.23-1070. 15. 


Potentiality-Actuality (Dynamis-Energeia} 


This pair of concepts, as mentioned above, is involved with those of 
cause and effect, and procession and return. Avvoys I have rendered 
‘potentiality’, but (again, as mentioned above), the idea of power or 
potency is present in it, as well as the more strictly Aristotelian con- 
cept. The One, for a start, in Plotinus’ doctrine, is the divapus ravrer 
(Enn. V, 1.7.9, cf. Il, 8.10.1) in the sense both of potentiality and po- 
tency, though Plotinus elsewhere makes a clear distinction between the 
active potency of the Onc and the passive potency of Matter (Enn. V, 
3.15.32¢f.). In this latter passage, Intellect is presented as évépyeca, the 
actualisation of the One’s potentiality. 

All this is naturally taken over by Proclus, though in an important 
passage, PT III, 9, p. 31.14f£., he exempts the One itself even from the 
possession of potency, assigning primal potency to the Limit of the 
Philebus, which he sees as a sccond One. Dynamis and energeia remain, 
however, as basic principles of the Procline universe. At ET, prop. 77, 
we find the axiom: “All that exists potentially is advanced to actuality 
by the agency of something which is actually what the other is poten- 
tially’"—the basic Aristotelian “chicken-before-egg”’ principle viewed 
Neoplatonically. The being (ousia) of a causal principle implies its po- 
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tency, and its potency must come to actualisation. Dy#amis occupies 
the same role as does the life-principle, fw, between the moments of 
év and vovs. 

This will suffice, I think, as a conspectus of the basic concepts with 
which Proclus operates—which make his universe go round, so to 
speak. Let us turn now to a brief survey of the components of that uni- 
verse. 


The Hypostases 


The One and the Henadic Realm 


In their doctrine of the One, the Athenian School and Proclus ac- 
tually retreat from an innovation brought in by Iamblichus to solve 
the problem of the tension already present in Plotinus’ system between 
the Onc as totally simple and transcendent and the One as the source of 
all being. Iamblichus cut the Gordian Knot by postulating two Oncs, 
the first completely unnameable (and thus unrelated to anything fol- 
lowing it), the second still ‘“unconnected to the triad” (of the noctic 
realm), but serving as the first principle of all existence (Damascius, De 
Principiis 43, 1, p. 86.3f6.). 

Proclus actually attacks such a concept in ET, prop. 20: “Beyond the 
One there is no further principle; for Oneness is identical with the 
Good; that is therefore the first principle of all things, as has been 
shown” (prop. 12). The One is both formal and final cause of the cos- 
mos; it is in this capacity that it is the Good (cf. ET, prop. 8). Any fur- 
ther qualification would diminish it (as Plotinus says in Enn. III, 8.11). 
All Being springs from the Onc as first cause (ET, prop. 11). Oneness 
in general is that which holds together evcry level of existence—and 
every individual—and gives it form. Good expositions of this basic 
truth may be found at J Parm. 1, 703.12£f. and in the first three chapters 
of Book II of the Platonic Theology. 

As has been said above, however, the One is not alone in its realm. 
Proclus also, following Iamblichus, finds a place at this level for the 
principles of Limit and Limitlessness (peras and apeiria), derived from 
the Philebus (23cff.), and for a multiplicity of “‘henads.” 

An lamblichean development that the Athenian School did adopt 
was the postulation of a dyad of antithetical principles, Limit and Lim- 
itlessness, immediately following on the One (cf. Damascius De Prine. 
50-51; [ambl. Jn Tim. fr. 7 Dillon). At ET, prop. 90, Proclus declares: 
“Prior to all that is composed of limit and limitlessness there exist sub- 
stantially and independently the primal Limit and the prima] Limitless- 
ness.” He develops this principle over the following five propositions. 
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There is also a full discussion at PT III, 9. This dvad must be prior to 
the henads, since they partake of Limitclessness to the extent that they 
are multiple (cf. ET, prop. 159). 

The henads themselves arise from an application of the law that a 
cause must produce what is most like itself before anything clse, the 
law of plenitude. Being multiple, they form a bridge between the One 
and all multiplicity. They are participated entitics, which the Onc is not, 
and form appropriate summits for all ‘chains’ (seirai) of beings (cf. In 
Parm. V1, 1043. 9ff.). They are not themselves, of course, intellects, but 
the noes of the noetic realm arc present in them ‘causally’ (Kaz’ aitiav). 
The henads are necessarily more unified than intellects (cf. In Tim. Il, 
12.22ff.), and yet each is an individual in some mysterious way. There 
is a sort of hierarchy among them of more and less universal ones (ET, 
prop. 136), though presumably without their being divided into genera 
and species. They arc limited in number (prop. 149), and equal to the 
number of real existents which participate in them (prop. 135). They 
exercise pronoia in the etymologising sense of ‘pre-intelligence’ (ET, 
prop. 120), but also, it seems, in the normal sense (prop. 122). They 
provide a place, above the level of Intellect, to situate the gods of tra- 
ditional religion, and they can all be referred to as theoi. 

The doctrine of henads is made more complex by the fact that Pro- 
clus provides for henads at every level of being, noetic, noctic-nocric, 
noeric, psychic, and so on (ET, props. 151ff.) but these must be seen 
as just principles of unity within cach hypostasis (monads), not henads 
in the strict sense. 

The fullest presentations of the doctrine occur in the Elements of The- 
ology, props. 113-165, and Platonic Theology Ill, chs. 1-6. Both Dodds, 
in his commentary on the former (esp. pp. 257-260), and Saffrey and 
Westerink, in their Introduction to the latter, give very helpful expo- 
sitions of both thc history of the doctrine and its complexities. 


Nous 


Already lamblichus had divided the Plotinian hypostasis of Nous 
into an ‘intelligible’ and an ‘intellectual’ level (xéaj10s vontés, voepés), 
each triadically subdivided (see Proclus’ account of this at In Tim. L 
308. 18f£.; also Appendix C of my Iamblichi Fragmenta; in that appendix 
I also suggested that a noetic-noeric level should be assumed from the 
text, but I now find that an unnecessary speculation). Syrianus and 
Proclus filled out this scheme further by producing a three-fold divi- 
sion, inserting the ‘intelligible-intellectual’ (vonrés xai voepés) realm 
between the previous two—again, an application of the principle of 
plenitude. Each of these levels is divided into ‘moments’, themselves 
triadic in structure, variously named to answer to different entities dis- 
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cerned by Syrianus in the Second Hypothesis of the Parmenides, which 
he conceived to contain a description of the hypostasis of Nous in all its 
complexity (sec below, p. xxxiif.), but broadly answering to the pattern 
év — lar — voids, or Trarnp — Sivapis — évépysca. Books III-V of the 
Platonic Theology are largely taken up with the discussion of these 
triads. 

All this proliferation takes its start from the distinction in aspects of 
Nous first established by Plotinus (cf. e.g. Enn. 1, 6, 7; V, 4, 2; V, 6, 6), 
but never formalised by him, though it was later by Porphyry and Iam- 
blichus. For the Athenian School, the moments of Being, Lifc, and 
Mind predominate variously throughout the hypostasis, each gener- 
ating corresponding triads until the situation begins to resemble a hall 
of mirrors. There are three triads of intelligible-intellcctual gods and a 
hebdomad of intellectual ones, all seen by Syrianus as mentioned in the 
First and Second Hypotheses of the Pannenides (cf. below, xxxiii). Su- 
perimposed on this is the distinction between the Unparticipated 
Monad of Nous, its participated levels, and finally its manifestation in 
“participation” at the next level of Soul. 

The Platonic figure of the Demiurge similarly suffers triadic prolif- 
eration. There is a demiurgic level of being (the intcllectual realm 
proper), and a “‘father of the demiurges” or demiurgic monad, who 
presides over it and over the “demiurgic gods” (though the Demiurge 
proper is identified with the seventh, or lowest, triad). We find a major 
discussion of the nature of the Demiurge in the Timaeus Commentary, 
in the lemma on Tim. 28C (I, 99-319) which includes a full survey of 
previous Middle Platonic and Neoplatonic opinions. All that we necd 
note for the present purpose is that the role of the demiurgic level of 
being is to transmit the Forms of the noetic realm to Soul, and so to 
Nature and the physical cosmos. A most interesting application of Pro- 
clus’ doctrine of demiurgic action is to be found at In Pamn. IV, 
844.11ff. (cf. my comments in the introduction to that book). 


Soul 


Once again, the psychic realm must have its proper monad (or 
henad), Unparticipated Divine Soul, which itself participates in Nous 
and presides transcendently over its own realm. In the Elements of The- 
ology, when Proclus comes to discuss Soul (props. 184-211), we find no 
mention of such an entity, only of souls in the plural, but it is plainly 
presupposed, and is in fact mentioned earlier, in prop. 164. There we 
learn that the Unparticipated Soul “presides primarily over the cos- 
mos” (7purws irép Tov K6o pov gore), but does so transcendently and so 
is distinct from the immanent World Soul, as well as from individual 
souls. 
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These latter are arranged in an elaborate hierarchy of angelic, dae- 
monic and heroic, human and finally irrational levels, all dependent on 
their proper divine henad, in the sense of being in its seira, or chain. The 
distinction of these levels of being, and of those in the realm of Nous, 
is relevant to the protracted discussions of Books ILI and IV of the Par- 
menides Commentary of the various levels at which the Forms manifest 
themselves. For the details see the introductions to those books. Pro- 
clus, of course, adopts the Platonic Theory of Ideas in the form in 
which it was bequeathed to him, of which he gives us a useful account 
at the beginning of Book I'V (837-853). 

Other than this, Proclus’ views on the lower levels of Being, Soul, 
Nature, and Matter, and the multifarious beings contained in them, are 
not relevant to a study of the Parmenides Commentary, which is con- 
cerned only with the henadic and noetic realms. Soul and Nature are 
more the concern of the Timaeus Commentary. A description of them 
would, I think, unnecessarily Iengthen this survey. Readers anxious for 
more detail should turn to Beutler’s excellent RE article, ‘‘Proklos,” to 
which [ am much indebted in this brief account. 

Discussions of particular aspects of Proclus’ philosophy relevant to 
the Parmenides Commentary may be found in the introductions to indi- 
vidual books. I would draw attention here to the following: in Book I, 
his allegorical method (pp. 5-7); in Book II, the structure of the realm 
of Forms (pp. 94-98); in Book III, arguments for the existence and na- 
ture of Forms—“‘Of what things are there Forms?” (pp. 145-156); in 
Book IV, participation of particulars in Forms, together with discus- 
sion of various levels of Form (pp. 195-209); in Book V, dialectic, and 
in particular “Parmenidean” dialectic (pp. 326-331); in Book VI, 
the number and subject matter of the hypotheses of the Parmenides, in- 
volving a conspectus of the structure of Proclus’ universe and those of 
his predecessors (pp. 385-390); and in Book VII, the detailed structure 
of the hypostasis of Nous—a subject more proper to a commentary on 
the Second Hypothesis, but appropriate (negatively) here (pp. 474- 
491). It can be seen from this survey how the Parmenides and the Ti- 
maeus (which is concerned with the Soul and all below it) could be 
taken by Neoplatonists to cover, complementarily, the whole gamut 
of existence. 


B. PREVIOUS COMMENTARY ON 
THE PARMENIDES 


Proclus himself, in the Preface to the Commentary (630.15-645.8) 
gives a schematic account of the history of the interpretation of the Par- 
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menides which there is no reason to contradict. He does not present it as 
a chronological succession, but it is easily understood as such.? 

The earliest interpretation of the dialogue'® was that it was a logical 
exercise with a polemical purpose, in effect a satire on the Zenonian 
method of argument, to be compared in this to the parody on Protag- 
oras’ doctrine in the Theaetetus. This interpretation is distinguished 
from one, which we find represented in Albinus (Isagoge, ch. 3; Dida- 
skalikos, ch. 6); and Thrasyllus (ap. Diog. Laert. III, 58), which regards 
it as a logical exercise with a positive, educational purpose. It is possi- 
ble, therefore, that the first interpretation was that of the New Acad- 
emy, who would have found the Parmenides, on their interpretation, a 
most uscful document for teaching the art of destructive argument, 
cven as they found the Theaetetus a uscful source document for a skep- 
tical theory of knowledge."' But there is no question of any New Ac- 
ademic writing a commentary on the dialogue. 

When the Platonic School returned to dogmatism with Antiochus, 
interpretation of the Parmenides must have altered. The first part would 
now be seen, not as a demolition of the Theory of Ideas, but simply as 
a purification of it from naive misinterpretations, while the second part 
was certainly seen as an exercise in logical method, very much as Par- 
menides himself advertises it in the dialogue. Thus Albinus in Dida- 
skalikos, chapter 6, finds examples of various Aristotelian categorical 
syllogistic figures in Parmenides’ arguments (c.g. the second at 145b, 
while the third he appears to extract from the second hypothesis as a 
whole,!? as well as various hypothetical and ‘‘mixed” syllogisms (e.g. 
at 137dff., 145bff., 145a). Taurus uses 156d as the basis for a discussion 
of the notion of ‘instant’ (Aulus Gellius, NA VII, 13). 

Among mainline Middle Platonists, then, there is no indication that 
anyone saw the second part of the dialogue as containing any positive 
metaphysical doctrine. But on the fringes of the Platonic movement it 
is possible that some people did. E. R. Dodds, in an important article, > 
argues that the elaborate structure of reality of the Neopythagorean 


° He actually says ‘eioi 86 rwes Kai yeyovace Tov supooder', which seems to imply 
that he is envisaging contemporary differences of opinion also, though I find it unlikely 
that there were still partisans of the “logical” interpretation in Proclus’ Academy. 

%0 [have summarised these views in the introduction to Book I. Here I will merely dis~ 
cuss their possible identity. 

* This we can gather froma rernark in the Anon. Theaet. Comm. 54.38f¥., that passages 
such as 150cf¥. proved, for some people, that Plato was an Academic, since henever dog- 
matises! See on this John Ghacker, Antiochus and the Late Academy, pp. 38-41. 

“That which partakes in shape is, qualified; that which partakes in shape is limited: 
therefore, what is qualified is limited” does not correspond to any particular argument 
in the dialogue. 
ene” Parmenides of Plato and the Origin of the Neoplatonic ‘One’,”” CQ 22(1928): 


XXV 


GENERAL INTRODUCTION 


Moderatus (1st cent. A.D.)!*—or rather, that attributed by Moderatus 
to Plato—is based upon a metaphysical interpretation of the second 
part of the Parmenides. The relevant passage is as follows:' 


It seems that this opinion concerning Matter was held first among 
Greeks by the Pythagoreans, and after them by Plato, as indeed 
Moderatus tells us. For he (sc. Plato), following the Pythagoreans, 
declares that the first One is above Being and all essence, while the 
second One—which is the truly cxistcent (ontds on) and the object 
of intellection (noéton)—he says is the Forms; the third, which is 
the soul-realm (psychikon), participates (metechei) in The One and 
the Forms, while the lowest nature which comes after it, that of 
the sensc-realm, does not even participate, but receives order by 
reficction from those others, . . . 


Dodds’ proposal that this rests on an exegesis of the Parmenides is 
most persuasive. The “three kings” of the Second Letter (312e) might be 
seen as playing their part as well, but that curious document may itself 
be dependent on a metaphysical interpretation of the Parmenides. In this 
scheme, the First Hypothesis concerns a supra-esscntial One; the Sec- 
ond, a “One-that-is,”” or Nous; and the Third, Soul. It may even be 
that the Fourth is being asserted to concern Nature, or the physical 
world, but that is not so clear. 

If Modcratus is being influenced by any previous authority here, that 
is not apparent to us. Nor does there scem to be any sign of such an 
interpretation of the Parmenides among “orthodox” Platonists before 
Plotinus (though Numenius and/or Ammonius Saccas may well have 
been influenced by it).° However, unless one wishes to deny this pas- 
sage to Moderatus altogether, it seems to me that Dodds’ elucidation 
of it is valid, and that we have here an indication of a metaphysical ex- 
egcsis of the dialogue flourishing at Icast in the Neopythagorean tradi- 
tion. 

This Neopythagorcan interpretation of the dialogue, on the other 
hand, does not scem to concord with the first of the “metaphysical” 
interpretations listed by Proclus (Book I, 635.31-638.2). This interpre- 
tation, he says, takes the subject of the dialogue as Being, as in Par- 
menides’ poem. As I suggest in the introduction to Book I, this can 


'4 Relayed to us, via Porphyry, by Simplicius, In Phys. 230.34€f. Diels. 

'S The passage is froma treatise of Porphyry’s On Maiter, so that is his primary concern 
here. 

'e Porphyry, in his Life of Plotinus (20) quotes Longinus as saying that Numenius, 
Cronius, Moderatus, and Thrasyllus wrote on the first principles of Plato and Py thago- 
ras, though “falling far short of Plotinus in precision and fullness.” Dr. Harold Tarrant 
suggests to me that this may betoken a metaphysical exegesis of the Pannenides by these 
authors, but it is really not much to go on. 
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hardly apply to anyone aftcr Plotinus, and since it does not apply to 
Moderatus, one is left with the rather desperate suggestion that Plo- 
tinus’ contemporary, Origen the Platonist, is intended, a man of whose 
views Proclus takes some cognisance, presumably because Porphyry 
did so. 

The first Platonist to adopt unequivocally the “metaphysical” inter- 
pretation of the Parmenides is Plotinus. Plotinus does not, of course, 
write commentarics as such, but his programmatic treatise Enn. V, 1, 
“On the Three Principal Hypostases,” becomes, in effect, from chapter 
8 on, an cxegesis of the latter part of the Parmenides, particularly of the 
First Hypothesis. Intercstingly cnough, Plotinus leads into this exc- 
gesis with a reference to the Three Kings of the Second Letter. In pre- 
senting this exegesis, which takes the One of the First Hypothesis to be 
the One above Being, that of the Second to be Intellect, and that of the 
Third to be Soul, Plotinus shows consciousness of presenting a new de- 
parture (whilc defiantly maintaining his accord with the most ancient 
and best authorities) when he says (8.9-14): “These teachings, then, are 
no novelties, no inventions of today, but long since stated, though not 
straightforwardly; our doctrine here is an exegesis of those earlicr ones, 
and can show the antiquity of those opinions on the testimony of Plato 
himself” (MacKenna’s trans., slightly cmended). This will at least im- 
ply that he feels himself to be going against the consensus of mainline 
Platonism, though not necessarily against Ammonius, or even Nu- 
menius. 

Plotinus’ senior pupil, Amelius, at least had views on the subject 
matter of the hypotheses, as we Icarn from Proclus’ doxography” in 
Book VI (1052.31-1053.35). I will not go through the scheme in detail, 
except to note that Amelius, as onc might expect, follows Plotinus in 
his identification of the subjects of the first three hypotheses, though he 
goes on to find subjects for all the rest as well (eight, on his calculation). 

There is no need to suppose, however, that Amelius wrote a com- 
mentary on the Parmenides as such (we know nothing of his views on 
any other aspect of it, unless one counts his doctrine that there were 
Forms of Evils). With Porphyry, on the other hand, the situation is 
tather complex. It is fairly plain, from his probable position in a series 
of anonymous doxographies (see below, p. xxxi) that he wrote a com- 
mentary on the dialogue, but doubt still surrounds the attribution to 
hin of the Anonymous Turin Commentary, boldly claimed for him by 
the French scholar Pierre Hadot.!* Hadot brings much learning to bear 


The doxography is anonymous, like everything clse in the commentary, but all the 
figures concerned are identified by an industrious scholiast. 

‘8 “Fragments d'un Commentaire de Porphyre sur la Parménide,” Revue des Etudes 
Grecques LXXIV (1961): 410-438, and Porphyre et Victorinus, vol. II. 
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on the question, but the parallels that he adduces still, I think, create no 
more than a probability. The Anonymous Commentary covers the 
text, in patches, from 137c to 143a, so that much of it coincides with 
the surviving part of Proclus’ Commentary. It is therefore interesting 
to compare them whcere they can be compared. 

The first point of contact comes at Anon. I, 25ff. Hadot, where the 
author is discussing the proper sense in which the One may be de- 
scribed as &metpov (137d7). After rejecting the view of Speusippus and 
another authority whose name is corrupt that it is infinite in smallness 
(St opixpéryta), the author advances his own view that it is so be- 
cause of its infinite power, and its being the cause of all existing things, 
and first principle of all things that follow upon it. . . and because it 
transcends even the notion of ‘one’ (&& 76 abr Karadelmew Kai Thy 
Tov évds Errivoiey).”” 

Now this view does indeed appear in Proclus, as Hadot points out, 
at 1118.19f£., in the course of a doxography on just this question. But 
there are complications. This view appears second in a list of four, cul- 
minating in that of Syrianus and Proclus. Working backwards, we find 
a view, probably that of Iamblichus, that the Onc is infinite because 
Nous is Limit, and it transcends Nous. Then comes the view that it is 
infinite “ds amecpodivapor Kat as TavTwY yevvyn«or, and because it is 
the cause of unlimitness in all existent things, and extends the gift of 
itself throughout all existent things.” The first view given is that the 
One is infinite because it is intraversable (aécegirnrov) and because it 
serves as a limit to all other things, while requiring no limit itself. Now 
this first view is also criticised by Plotinus in Enn. VI, 9.6, who then 
procecds to adopt the second view listed here: “We must therefore hold 
that the One is infinite not by reason of its intraversability either in size 
or in number, but rather from the infinity of its power (r@ depart 
THs Suvdpews).”” 

It is entirely probable that Porphyry would be in agreement with 
Plotinus on this. Plotinus also declares (5.3ff.) that smallness should 
not be regarded as being in question here, as it might be if one were 
discussing the mathematical point. The first view listed by Proclus is 
therefore pre-Plotinian, and the second view that of Porphyry. What 
we now observe, though, is a number of small inconsistencies between 
Proclus and the Anon. Proclus attributes to Porphyry (2) the view that 
it is infinite because it is not just the cause of existent things, but the 
cause of unlimitedness in all existent things (which, indeed, makes more 
sense). Thcre is also no mention in Proclus of the idea that the One 
transcends even the notion of “‘One,” a point made much of by the 
Anon. On the evidence so far, one might say that the commentary 
seems to be influenced by Porphyry, but could be that of a pupil. 
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The next point of contact, after a long gap in the text, occurs at 139c 
(sects. II-VI) on the question whether the Once is other than the Others 
(its unlikeness to the Others is brought in too, although this is raised 
only at 139e7ff.). The text of the Anon. resumes at the point where the 
aporia is being raised as to whether God can in this case be said to be 
“other than” and “unlike to”’ Intellect. The answer to this is that the 
One (or God) does not differentiate itself from other things by unlike- 
ness or otherness, but by possessing an ‘‘incomparable superiority” 
dotpBdynT0s brepoxy) to everything else, in virtue of which every- 
thing else is, as it were, nothing. The author then gocs on to illustrate 
the unsuitability of applying the terms ‘other’ and ‘same’ to the One by 
using the comparisons of our talk of the sun's ‘rising’ and ‘setting’, 
where nothing at all is in fact happening to the sun, and of our thinking 
the land is moving as we sail past it, while in fact itis we who are mov- 
ing. 

“These images find no ccho, unfortunately, in what should be the par- 
allel passage of Proclus (Book VII, 1184.9-1185.10). Herc, an aporia is 
raised, not about Intellect in particular, but “how the One can be said 
to be transcendent over all other things, if it is not other than them?” 
The answer is that the One transcends and is separate from all other 
things, not by virtue of Otherncss, but through an “unspeakable su- 
periority” (&¢pacros drepoxy;—a notable verbal echo of Anon. III, 7, 
one might argue, though Hadot does not note it). Proclus, instead of 
either of the Anon.’s images, points to the two usages of aei—“‘always,” 
to signify sempiternity, in the case of the cosmos, and eternity, in the 
case of Intellect. He also does not follow the Anon. in laying any em- 
phasis on the non-existence of everything else, a topic on which the 
Anon. expatiates at length. Indeed, apart from the partial coincidence 
of phraseology in &ppactos imepox7, there is no indication that Pro- 
clus is acquainted with the text of Anon. 

The next point of contact occurs at 141a5-d6, the proof that the One 
cannot be “‘in time,’’ and so ncither older nor younger nor the same age 
as itself. This is all onc lemma for the Anon., though Proclus divides it 
into six, covering ten pages of Cousin’s text (1233.33 to 1233.19). 
Once again, the position is less than satisfactory. First of all, Proclus 
begins with a discussion of how the One should transcend cternity as 
well as time, which is not reflected in Anon., who turns directly to the 
question of the logical form of Plato’s argument here. 

This corresponds to Proclus’ discussion from 1225.37 on (his second 
lemma), and both Proclus and Anon. then address the view held by 
some that Plato is simply being sophistical here. In answer to this, Pro- 
clus provides a threc-stage doxography leading up to Syrianus 
(1226. 2£€.), so that this would have been an excellent placc to test Por- 
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phyrian authorship, but unfortunately Aron.’s text breaks off just as he 
has stated the problem (VIII, 35). We do at least have a minimal verbal 
coincidence (coduarixds 6 Adyos, VIII, 33, and 1225.38), but that is not 
much to go on. 

When the text resumes again (sects. IX-X) we are at the end of the 
First Hypothesis, discussing the unknowability of God, 4 propos, pre- 
sumably, 142a3-8, but there is no point of contact between Proclus and 
Anon. here, and Proclus does not give a doxographical survey which 
would enable us to identify any Porphyrian doctrine. 

After that, we are in the Second Hypothesis, and all hope of com- 
parison ends. The confrontation between the two texts has been tan- 
talisingly inconclusive. There are points of contact, but nothing, I 
think, that could not be explained by a common source in Porphyry, 
while nothing that is really distinctive about Anon. comes through in 
Proclus. But one might well make two points here. First, if this is not 
Porphyry, who on carth is it? It is not lamblichus, and the pattern of 
Proclus’ doxographical notices seems to show that the commentaries 
of Porphyry and Iamblichus were the only ones, apart from that of 
Syrianus, with which he was familiar. Occasionally there is a fourth 
opinion given, but this can usually be explained as somcone Porphyry 
is refuting, and need not denote another full-scale commentator. Sec- 
ondly, one might argue that Proclus might not in fact be using Por- 
phyry’s commentary at first hand, but only through lamblichus or 
Syrianus. Incredible as this might seem, we should not underestimate 
the capacity of late antique commentators to bypass primary sources 
when secondary ones were available. Thus Proclus may only have been 
acquainted with the main points of Porphyry’s exegesis and not with 
his literary elaborations. On the whole, I am prepared to leave the 
Anon. Taur. with Porphyry on the basis of the analogies which Hadot 
has brought to light, while being unable to share Hadot’s certainty that 
he has solved the puzzle. 

After Porphyry, we also have sufficient evidence that lamblichus 
composed a commentary on the Parmenides. Apart from evidence of his 
views on the subject of the hypotheses (1054.35-1055.25, with the 
scholiast) we have about ten references to him in Damascius’ De Prin- 
cipiis (the latter part of which we may now, following Westerink,’? 
learn to term his Commentary on the Parmenides), which clearly come 
from a Parmenides Commentary (fs. 3-14 in my collection). The extent 
to which he contributed to the Syrianic-Procline view of the dialogue 
is not clear, but he certainly will have allegorised the characters and 

19 Proclus, PT III, pp. lxxxiii-bexix. It is plain, in fact, that everything from ch. 127 of 
the De Principits onwards (vol. II, p. 5 Ruclle) is a commentary on the Parmenides, begin- 
ning with the Second Hypothesis (142b1). 
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adopted a positive interpretation of the arguments of the first part. As 
regards the interpretation of the First Hypothesis, we have eleven dox- 
ographic passages in Books VI and VII, where a series of three author- 
ities is presented, culminating in Syrianus, which leads to the proba- 
bility that the previous two are Porphyry and Iamblichus. In a number 
of cases, it is possible to discern something, either in the content or in 
Proclus’ way of referring to them, that is characteristic of one or the 
other, and I have adverted to these in the notes. Certainty can never be 
claimed here, but I think it likely that we have the opinions of Por- 
phyry and Iamblichus on a series of passages, which show that they 
gave detailed attention to the text. However, there is no indication that 
Iamblichus anticipated the elaborate series of identifications of levels of 
being worked out by Syrianus for the First and Second Hypotheses. 

I append here a list of these passages, to scrve as a basis for further 
discussion: 


PassAGES ATTRIBUTABLE TO PORPHYRY AND IAMBLICHUS 
FROM Books VI AnD VII 





Porphyry Iamblichus 

VI 1053.38-1054.37 1054.37-1055.25 
1089.30-1090.13 1090.13-23 
1106.31-1107.9 1107.9-1108.19 
1114.1-19 1114.20-35 
1118.19-25 1118.25-33 

Vil 1140.26-1141.13 1141.13-1142.10 
1150.2-21 1150.22-1151.7 
1173.7-1174.3 1174.3-12 
1216.15-37 1216.37-1217.13 
1226.6-15 1226.15-26 
64K.25-66K.24 66K.25-68K .14 


The existence of commentaries by Porphyry and Iamblichus, then, 
is assured. As to Plutarch of Athens and Syrianus, Proclus’ immediate 
predecessors and teachers, the position is less certain. In the case of Plu- 
tarch, we know that he had views on the Parmenides, since we have his 
interpretation of the subject matter of the hypotheses (of which he 
identified nine) in Book VI, 1058.21-1061.20, but there is no evidence 
that he composed a commentary on the dialogue. He docs not seem to 
figure in the doxographical passages (where he should be accorded 
comparable honour to Syrianus, if he had any views), and Damascius 
only mentions him in connection with the identification of the subject 
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matters, though he frequently records the views of Syrianus. How- 
ever, Plutarch’s view of the subjects of the hypotheses formed the basis 
for that of Syrianus, so it is important. He sees only the first five as hav- 
ing positive subjects (God, Intellect, Soul, Forms-in-Matter, Matter), 
while the last four have only a negative role, as reductions ad absurdum, 
showing that the existence of all other things is abolished if the One 
does not exist. He also sces the subjects of Hypotheses II-V repre- 
sented in the four divisions of the Linc in Republic VI (1060.26f£.). But 
this does not amount to evidence for a commentary. Plutarch’s inter- 
ests, indecd, seem to have run more in the direction of psychology. 
The two works that he is recorded as reading with Proclus are Aris- 
totle’s De Anima and Plato’s Phaedo. 

Whereas Plutarch pretty certainly communicated his interpretation 
of the dialogue only orally, the situation with Syrianus is less clear. The 
fact that Damascius refers to him does not constitute independent evi- 
dence of a commentary, since Damascius is only using Proclus. Proclus 
refers to him repeatedly, but these references may simply be to his own 
notes of Syrianus’ lectures. This is not to say, howcver, that Syrianus’ 
influence is not paramount in the commentary. Proclus in fact makes 
no bones about the fact that he owes everything to his master (cf. his 
remarks in the Preface, 618.3ff. and in Book VI, 1061.20ff.), and the 
explicit references to him are probably just the tip of the iceberg. The 
question of Proclus’ debt to Syrianus, though generally recognised 
now by scholars, still needs further exploration through a proper study 
of Syrianus’ own philosophy. Dr. Anne Sheppard has made a useful 
contribution recently in the matter of the essays on the Republic, but 
Syrianus’ role in both the Timaeus and Parmenides Commentaries has yet 
to be fully stated. The more Syrianus emerges from obscurity, the 
more I think it will become clear that, in Dodds’ words, “‘Proclus is not 
an innovator, but a systematiser of other men’s idcas.””?! 

Even the extent to which further systematising was required here 
may be called in question. The basis for Proclus’ exegesis of the First 
and Second Hypotheses is the remarkable notion of Syrianus that each 
charactcristic denied, or asserted, of the One represents a distinct class 
of gods. A useful table of them is provided by Saffrey and Westerink in 
the introduction to volume I of the Budé Platonic Theology (pp. Ixviii- 
Ixix), but it may be worth while reproducing it here, with due ac- 
knowledgement: 


»® Studies on the Sth and 6th Essays of Proclus’ Commentary on the Republic (Hypomnemats, 
Heft 61), Gottingen, 1980. ch. 2. 
% Introduction, p. xxv. 
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Attribute 
Parmenides denied Class of gods In Parmenidem 
141e7-142a1 One-that-is intelligible gods VII, 26K.1-46K.18 
1374-5 multiple 1st triad of VI, 1089.17-1097.20 
incelligible- 
intellectual gods 
137¢4-d4 whole and 2d triad of VI, 1097.21-1110.15 
parts intelligible~ 
intellectual gods 
137d5-138a1 shape 3d triad of VI, 1110. 16-1134.12 
intelligible- 
intellectual gods 
138a2-b7 in itself, 1st triad of VII, 1133.13-1152.14 
in another intellectual gods 
138b8-139b4 at rest, 2d triad of VII, 1152.15-1172.26 
in motion intellectual gods 
139b5-139e6 the same, 7th divinity VII, 1172.27-1191.9 
different (Demiurge) 
139e7-140b5 _like, hypercosmic gods —_—-VII, 1191.10-1201.21 
unlike 
140b6-d8 equal, encosmic gods VII, 1201.22-1212.4 
140e1-141d7 time universal souls VII, 1212.5-1233.19 
141d8-e7 parts of ‘higher beings’ VII, 1233.20-1239.21 
time (angels, daemons, 
heroes) 





I have noted these divisions at the appropriate places in the special 
introductions to Books VI and VII, but it is useful, | think, to have 
them set out here. This whole scheme is the brainchild of Syrianus, to 
which Proclus contributes nothing further that is discernible. 

The case is pretty certainly the same with the elaborate scheme of as- 
cent through the levels of Form that is discerned in the first part of the 
dialogue, as expounded throughout Book IV (see the introduction to 
that book). Proclus presents Parmenides as posing his problems about 
the Forms simply in order to lead Socrates to a more sophisticated un- 
derstanding of the multiplicity of levels at which the Forms manifest 
themselves. Each apparently insoluble puzzle, then, is only insoluble at 
a certain level. Advance a stage higher, and it solves itsclf. The Third 
Man argument, for instance, is an insoluble puzzle at the level of im- 
manent forms, but Parmenides is here leading Socrates to an under- 
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standing of transcendent Forms (889.6ff.), where it no longer presents 
a problem. There are for Proclus no insoluble puzzles in the first part 
of the Parmenides. But such a scheme, though not attributed at any stage 
to Syrianus, must surely have formed part of the exegesis of aman who 
could derive such subtleties as he does from the text of the First Hy- 
pothesis. 

Like Proclus, Syrianus commented on the whole dialogue, but, as I 
have said, we cannot be sure that he composed a written commentary. 
If he did not, then it would indced be Proclus’ chief distinction to have 
prescrved and formalised his master’s teachings, here as elsewhcre. 


C. THE PLACE OF THE 
PARMENIDES COMMENTARY IN 
PROCLUS’ WORK 


We know, or think we know, from Marinus, Proclus’ biographer, (VP 
13), that by the age of 28 (that is to say, by a.p. 440), Proclus had com- 
posed (“among many other treatises”) his Commentary on the Timaeus. 
Whether or not Syrianus was still alive at this time is not certain. The 
date of his death is normally given as about 437, but on no very conclu- 
sive evidence. Proclus’ references to him in the Timaeus Commentary are 
normally in the imperfect (“my own teacher used to say,” “‘the view of 
my own teacher was’’), which is ambiguous since it could simply refer 
back to Syrianus’ views expressed in his seminar, but on the whole it 
seems more likely that Proclus only began to publish his commentaries 
after his master’s death. 

In the Timaeus Commentary, Proclus appears to make reference to a 
few previous works of his own. At I, 45.8 (rabra piv ovv Kai év dd- 
dors) we seem to have a reference back to his Commentary on the Craty- 
lus (which is preserved in a summary form), where a similar but fuller 
discussion of the role of the Demiurgic Intellect in the universe is to be 
found in chapter 99 (48.13-51.13 Pasquali), but this is less than certain. 
A clearer reference is made to his Commentary on the Philebus (now lost) 
at 1, 385.9 (8édeucron 8° gv &Adoes). We also hear of ovvovaiae on the 
Phaedrus (III, 295.4), which might mean no more than oral lectures, but 
there seems little point in mentioning them unless they were recorded, 
and we know from other references (e.g. In Parm. 1128.37, as évdet- 
Kvupev &qnyovpevor tov Paidpov) that he wrote such a commenrary. 

There is evidence, then, that the Timaeus Commentary, while a rela- 
tively youthful work, is by no means Proclus’ carlicst (unless, of 
course, we assume these references to be later editoria] insertions). On 
the other hand, it is certainly carlier than the Parmenides Commentary. 
There is an interesting reference forward to the latter at In Tim. Il, 


XXXiV 


GENERAL INTRODUCTION 


12.27-30: wéoar 58 abrai kai ola: (sc. certain intermediate natures), 
Veiws pév of Yeoi yryvacxovow, dvdIpwrivws 5é Kai prrocdgws 7 Tov 
Tlappevidou SddoKer pvotich mapddocts, eis HY Kal hyets Thy axprBh 
wept tovrwy epyaciay dvaBahd\opeda. This passage definitely looks 
forward to a commentary on the Parmenides, but gives us no indication 
how soon the project was to be realised. 

An indication that some time elapsed between the two commentaries 
is, as I have noted at various points in the text of the Parmenides Com- 
mentary, that there is a paternalistic and middle-aged tone about many 
of Proclus’ obiter dicta in this work which would suggest that the au- 
thor is a good deal more than twenty-eight. There are also a number of 
probable references back to the Timaeus Commentary (812.25, to In 
Tim. Il, 43.27£.; 925.20, to In Tim. II, 21.62f6.; 1174.25, to II, 135.21ff. 
or 160.6ff.; 1225.29-30, to III, 14.16ff.) as well as to commentaries on 
the Sophist (774.24-25) and on the Phaedrus (950.1; 1128.37). As for 
Proclus’ two other works of commentary, the collection of essays on 
the Republic and the Commentary on the Alcibiades I, the position is not 
clear. The Republic Commentary contains clear refcrences to the Timaeus 
Commentary at IT, 20.10 and 335.20 (the latter to a lost portion of it), and 
a reference at I, 37.23 (elpnrae pév obv Std mAcwvwr &v &dAdors wept 
tovrav) is discerned by the scholiast ad loc to be a reference to the cssay 
De Malorum Substantia, a commentary on Diotima’s speech in the Sym- 
posium (lost), the Commentary on the Theaetetus (lost), and a Commen- 
tary on Plotinus’ Enneads (lost), but the scholiast is probably only pro- 
ducing parallel passages, without a clear knowledge of their 
chronological order. 

The Alcibiades Commentary seems to contain no clear references to 
any other work, but in one important respect it stands nearer to the 
Parmenides Cornmentary than to the Timaeus Commentary. For some rea- 
son, in the In Parm. Proclus eschews reference to any previous com- 
mentator except Syrianus, and even he is only referred to periphrasti- 
cally as “our master” or ‘‘our leader.’’ All others are simply of uév and 
ot 8é. By contrast the Timaeus Commentary is explicit in its references 
to the commentaries of Porphyry and Iamblichus, and refers frequently 
to opinions of Plotinus and Amcelius, as well as occasionally to Middle 
Platonists such as Albinus, Plutarch, Atticus, Numenius or Severus. 
The Alcibiades Commentary makes explicit reference only to Iamblichus 
(6 times) and Syrianus (oncc) of previous commentators, and once to a 
passage of Plotinus. This may only be becausc there was little previous 
commentary on the Alcibiades, but it does appear more like the practice 
of the In Parm. By the time of the composing of that commentary, Pro- 
clus seems to have come to the conclusion that referring by name to 
previous commentators was somehow inartistic, and he reduccs them 
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to anonymity. If we had his lost commentaries on the Philebus, Theae- 
tetus, and Sophist, we might well be able to trace various stages of de- 
velopment in this tendency, but as it is we can only note the striking 
contrast between his practice in the In Tim. and that in the In Parm. 

I have indicated in the commentaries to the individual books the var- 
ious passages mentioned above which point to the Jn Parm. being com- 
posed relatively late in Proclus’ career, but we may review them to- 
gether here. First of all, it is dedicated to a pupil of his, Asclepiodotus 
(618.18) who was admittedly one of his older pupils, since he acted as 
pedagogue to a younger pupil, Isidore, (Dam. Vit. Isid. 156.4 Zintzen), 
but a pupil none the less. Then there are a series of remarks on the 
proper attitude of pupils to masters and of the young to the old, which, 
while not impossible for a very priggish youth, would come much 
more naturally from a well-established middle-aged professor. Exam- 
ples are Book I, 695.26ff., 697.23ff., 701.15ff., 722. 15ff., and the hom- 
ily on the nature of the ideal student in Book IV, 926-927. 

In fact, however, the exact chronological position of the I# Parm. in 
Proclus’ work is not of great importance, since there is very little in- 
dication of any development in his philosophy over the whole extent 
of his published works. For instance, one may accept E. R. Dodds’ 
judgement” that the Elements of Theology is early (In Tim. Il, 195.27f€., 
seems to bea reference to ET, props. 67ff., among others—as zoAAdats 
hyuiy év &ddows SéSerxran), and that the Platonic Theology is late (it re- 
fers back to the In Parm., e.g. PT Il, p. 61, 17 S-W; III, p. 83, 9 S-W), 
but between those two productions there is very little observable 
change. One may note a certain development in the elaboration of sub- 
divisions of the intelligible world: for instance, the intelligible and in- 
tellectual realm, which is firmly established in the Commentaries, as 
well as in the Platonic Theology , finds no place in the Elements, nor does 
the subdivision into subordinate triads of the triad Being-Life-Mind. 
But since both these elaborations scem to be attributed to Iamblichus 
by Proclus in the Timaeus Commentary (1, 308.18f£.),” it can hardly be 
maintained that they were not part of Proclus’ philosophical system at 
the time of the composition of the ET. More probably he did not feel 
it necessary to introduce these elaborations into a treatise on elernents— 
though, as Dodds remarks (op. cit., p. xvi), the omission of the whole 
intelligible-and-intellectual realm is hard to explain. It is firmly there, 
however, in the In Tim. , which is, as we know, an early work. 


2 Proclus, ET, Introduction, pp. xv-xvi. The first scholar to attempt a chronology of 
Proclus’ works was actually J. Freudenthal, in Hermes 16 (1881): 214ff., who based his 
conclusions mainly on the cross-references that Proclus makes to his own works. In the 
case of ET, however, the format of the work really precludes any such references. 

2 See Appendix C of my lamblichi Fragmenta, pp. 417-419. 
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For Proclus, the Timaeus and the Parmenides were the two summits 
of Platonic philosophy (In Tim. 1, 54.14), to be reached after the pro- 
gressive study of a series of ten dialogues, beginning with the Alcibiades 
I (cf. In Alc. 11.11) and continuing with the Gorgias, Phaedo, Cratylus, 
Theaetetus, Sophist, Statesman, Phaedrus, Symposium, Philebus, arranged 
according to their skopoi, or subject matter, to form a complete course 
in all branches of philosophy, from a knowledge of oneself (Alcibiades) 
to a knowledge of the Good (Philebus).?4 This scheme is actually that of 
Iamblichus, as Proclus freely acknowledges. It presumably constituted 
the normal course in the Platonic School from Iamblichus’ time on- 
wards. The fact of this being the established order of instruction does 
not necessitate that Proclus wrote his commentaries in this order, of 
course, though it might have influenced him to some extent. 

All the indications, then, are that the Parmenides Commentary is a 
work of Proclus’ middle age, and that it represents the summit of his 
achievement in the commentary form, as well as the most developed 
stage of his philosophy. He plainly did not rush into the task of com- 
menting on the work which he regarded as containing Plato’s inspired 
teaching on the highcst realities in the universe. How far he was satis- 
fied with the result we cannot be sure. According to Marinus (VP 38), 
he professed himself most satisfied with his commentaries on the Ti- 
maeus and the Theaetetus. No mention of the Parmenides. Certainly the 
Timaeus Commentary is easier to read, but there is something awesome 
about the intellectual achievement of deriving a constructive philo- 
sophical system, and indeed a blueprint of the intelligible universe, out 
of the text of the Parmenides that makes the latter more impressive. 

One reason that Proclus may be unwilling to claim too much credit 
for the Parmenides Commentary might of course be that in fact very little 
of it is truly his. As I have argued in the previous section, the basic 
scheme of interpretation of the Hypotheses, and of the First and Second 
in particular, is that of Syrianus, as certainly is the interpretation of the 
arguments in the first part of the dialogue. But the Timaeus Commentary 
seems to be just as thoroughly based on the exegesis of Syrianus, so this 
is hardly a very plausible answer to the problem. 

A final question requiring discussion is how far the commentary of 
Proclus originally extended. What survives extends only as far as the 
end of the First Hypothesis, less than half the extent of the whole dia~ 
logue, and it is already a mighty work. Raymond Klibansky, in an- 
nouncing his discovery of Moerbeke’s translation* wished to maintain 


% This list is found in the Anonymous Prolegomena 10 Platonic Philosophy, a work of the 
6th century A.D. The Sophist and Statesman are omitted in the MSS, but added very plau- 
sibly by Westerink after the Theaetetus to bring the number of dialogues up to ten. 

> Ein Proklos-Fund und Seine Bedeutung, Heidelberg, 1929. 


Xxxvii 


GENERAL INTRODUCTION 


that the end of the First Hypothesis is as far as Proclus went. But this is 
to dismiss not only the references forward to proposed discussion of 
the Second Hypothesis (e.g. 725.1-2; 733.31; 1137.6-7; 1175.30-31,; 
1191.14-15)—which might, of course, remain unfulfilled—but the fact 
that Damascius’ Problems and Solutions, from chapter 127 on, is explic- 
itly a commentary on Proclus’ Commentary, and that this extends to the 
end of the dialogue, making constant reference to Proclus’ views (nor- 
mally referring to him simply as airés). Indeed, the conclusion to Da- 
mascius’ work (not, admittedly, written by Damascius himself), reads 
“The Problems and Solutions of Damascius the Successor to the Par- 
menides of Plato, following step by step (dv7imaparewoueven) the 
commentaries on the dialogue of the Philosopher” (i.e. Proclus), and 
this is a true description of the contents. Klibansky is compelled to ar- 
gue that Damascius is actually commenting on the Platonic Theology. 
Now certainly Proclus covers the same ground in the Platonic Theology, 
but Damascius actually contrasts his treatment of one question in the 
Commentary with that in the PT (II, p. 96.13-19) to the detriment of the 
latter—so there is no question, I think, of the PT being his source for 
the bulk of his references.”6 

The total commentary must indeed, then, have been a monstrous 
work, and it is not, perhaps, surprising that it suffered the fate of Pro- 
clus’ other surviving commentaries (the In Tim. and the In Alc.), as 
well as of the Platonic Theology, in being truncated, perhaps by an over- 
burdened scribe. The essence of his views on the rest of the dialogue 
can in fact be recovered, both from the Platonic Theology and from Da- 
mascius, by anyone who is interested. 


D. THE PROBLEM OF THE 
FORTY LOGOI OF ZENO 


Ata number of places in the Commentary, to be discussed below, Pro- 
clus secms to show knowledge of a treatise of Zeno’s which is not de- 
rivable from the text of the Parmenides, and the inference seems possible 
that he has access to a document, whether genuine or otherwise, pur- 
porting to be the original book of Zeno, from which he is quoting here. 

It may be useful, I think, to detail all the references which Proclus 


% It must be admitted, as a problem for my view, that all the Greek manuscripts of the 
Commentary (though not, it seems, Moerbeke’s original) begin with the heading Iipé- 
xhov THaAcerovixod Acaddxov wis rév Tkcermvos Dappevidyy émra PiBriov 7 mpezov, which 
makes clear that their archetype contained only che seven books we have, but L would 
suggest that this only proves that the Commentary was truncated ata fairly early stage 
in the tradition. It may be noted that neither the MSS of the Tinaeus Commentary nor 
those of the Platonic Theology make any mention of a definite number of books. 
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makes to Zeno’s treatise, to see how many of them are susceptible of 
such an interpretation: 


1. At 619.30-620.3, Proclus introduces us to Zeno’s treatise: ‘‘Now 
Zeno, Parmenides’ disciple, did not care to plead directly for his mas- 
ter’s doctrine, since he thought it needed no additional confirmation, 
but attempted to give it secret aid by writing a book in which he ingen- 
iously showed that those who suppose that beings are many cncoun- 
tered no fewer difficulties than were alleged against those who say 
Being is one. For he showed that the same thing will be both like and 
unlike, both equal and uncqual, and in general that there will resule the 
abolition of all order in the world, and that everything will be thrown 
into confusion.” 

Everything that Proclus states here is derivable from Plato’s Parmen- 
ides, 127d-128e, except the statement at the end that Zeno showed that 
the same thing will be, not only ‘‘like and unlike,” but “equal and un- 
equal” (igov cai &vuvov). One might say that this is an easy extrapo~ 
lation from “like and unlike” (and that the final remark about “the ab- 
olition of all order in the world” is likewise a natural deduction from 
the text); but it need not be, and I think it may be regarded as a straw 
in the wind. 


2. At 684.21-26 Proclus refers to Zcno’s treatise as follows: “Such 
was Zeno, perhaps, in bodily appearance, ‘tall and graccful in appear- 
ance,’ but far more so in respect of his discourse (Adyou). For what Par- 
menides had uttered in compressed form, Zeno unfolds and transmits 
in extended discourse (sis 7apnKers Adyous Exreivwr).” 

There is nothing here, certainly, that could not be derived from the 
text, though the adjective mapyy«ns is quite emphatic. 


3. The next substantive reference occurs at 694.23ff. (= 29A15 D- 
K), in connection with ‘Socrates’ questioning of Zeno: Zeno had put 
forth many arguments, forty in all.” He then rcports the first one, in 
terms entirely derivable from the text of the dialogue. Further down, 
however, he makes some remarks which would seem more natural if 
he had a text of Zeno in front of him. At 696.8-9, he says “Socrates has 
set forth the whole argument quite clearly and succinctly, having ac- 
curately identified the first hypothesis, and secn the purpose of the ar- 
gument as a whole”; and then, at 696. 16-18: ‘‘Zeno has devcloped each 
of these parts at length (Sux 7odA@v).”” Both of the latter remarks could, 
certainly, be deductions from the text of the dialogue (c.g. 128bl), but 
they are more naturally, I think, taken as the statements of someone 
who is comparing one text with another. As for the detail that the logoi 
amounted to forty, Proclus here is our earliest authority for this. Our 
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only other source, the sixth-century commentator Elias (also 29A15 D- 
K) gives no indication of deriving his information from Proclus, and 
may thus be regarded as an independent source. 


4. At 696.28-29, we have a reference to ‘‘this and Zeno’s other ar- 
guments,” which seems to indicate Proclus’ acquaintance with a series 
of them. 


5. More substantially, in Book II, 725.22-39. we find a passage 
where an argument of Zeno’s against plurality is given which could not 
be derived from the text. In Plato’s text we simply have the statement 
that, if things are many, they must be both like and unlike. We have no 
indication how Zeno argued for this conclusion, or what he meant by 
it. Proclus explains this as follows: “If things are many, they will be 
unlike one another, since they will have no share in unity or sameness; 
but they will also be fike, in that they will possess the common char- 
acteristic of not participating in any ‘one’ (characteristic).” 

The terminology which Proclus employs here is certainly not prim- 
itive (talk of “‘participation”’ is hardly Zenonian), but the basic argu- 
ment surely is. Indeed, using ‘like and unlike’ as if they described attri- 
butes of a subject would be absurdly primitive at any time after logic 
had been developed in the Academy and Peripatos (unless we are deal- 
ing with a very sophisticated forger). The argument can only be effec- 
tive at a time before the logic of predication was understood. I would 
suggest, therefore, that Proclus had before him a document which, 
however reworked, is of Zenonian origin. 


6. At 760.27-761.3, 4 propos 129b6-8, we find the following: “After 
the words about likeness and unlikeness, he shifts back to unity and 
plurality, drawing upon Zeno’s own discourse («ai zavra dnd Tov 
Zyvavos Moywv haBwr). For just as Zeno had refuted those who separate 
the many from the One by showing that Likeness and Unlikeness be- 
come the same, so likewise he argues against them by starting from the 
One and from plurality, and shows that apart from the One the same 
thing will be many and the many one. For a plurality apart from the 
Onc is a many by the very fact that it does not partake of unity, for 
what is not controlled by unity is many; and since they have in com- 
mon their not being one, they will be one by this very fact, for things 
that share a character in common are one by virtue of this common 
character. So that if not being one is common to them, the many will 
be one by virtue of not being one; and inversely their not being one will 
be one because it is present the same in them all.” 

Once again, Proclus professes to be checking the course of the ar- 
gument in Plato's dialogue off against the sequence of arguments in 
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Zeno’s original work. The argument presented is similar to the one 
presented above about like and unlike, and presupposes a similar level 
of logical primitiveness when one has abstracted the later (Procline?) 
terminology of participation.” 


7. At 769.23-770.1, 4 propos Socrates’ mention of Rest and Motion 
at 129e1, we find the following:?* “These last two (sc. Rest and Mo- 
tion) he has added to the pairs previously mentioned, since Zeno also 
had used them as well as the former ones to prove the absurdity of sep- 
arating the many from the one. Zeno’s refutation has been based not 
only on Likeness and Unlikeness, Unity and Plurality, but also on Rest 
and Motion. He showed that if the many are without unity, it follows 
that the same thing in the same respect is both at rest and in motion. 
Everything at rest is in a one something (év tui gore évi), and 
everything that is in motion is departing from some one (position); so 
that if the many do not share in a unity, they will be unresting; and 
again, if they have in common the character of not sharing in some 
unity, they will be in some one (state); hence will be in this respect un- 
moving. The same things, therefore, will be moving and stationary; so 
that the many are not altogether devoid of unity. Such was Zeno’s ar- 
gument.” 

This argument uses the ambiguity of the expression év évi, which 
can be taken to mean “in a place,” “in a state,” or “in a position,” to 
construct an argument of similar form to the previous ones. 


8. At 862.26-34, while commenting on Socrates’ attempted analogy 
of the daylight (131b) Proclus says: “It is clear that he has taken his ex- 
ample from the discourse of Zeno; for Zeno, in his endeavour to show 
that the many participate in some one, and are not devoid of one, even 
though greatly separated from each other, has said in his discourse that 
whiteness is present both to us and to the antipodes, just as night and 
day are.” 

This passage has a number of interesting aspects, which I have dis- 
cussed in an earlier article,” but which may be repeated now. The point 
of the argument was presumably that ‘white’ is taken to be ‘onc thing’, 
and yet the many say that there are many white things, so that, “‘ifthere 


2 The manuscript tradition, by the way, both Greck and Latin, becomes confused at 
761 .2-3 Cousin, as is perceived by Chaignet in his translation (p. 218). For «ai md 70 
ody Ev dwodirus Ev 7) Ev keer slvat Tavrov / et omne quod non unum eodem modo in eo quod 
unum omnibus inest idem (rendering Kat m&v rd ody dv 7 ev TGow verre taxd7dv?), We 
should read kai mé&duv 7d ody Ev dordwras Ev, 7 dv riocw elvae rabrov, since what we 
need is “and inversely their not being one will be one, because it is present in them all.”" 
ae This passage I have discussed alrcady in the Archiv fir Gesch.d. Phil. 58 (1976): 221- 


ES “New Evidence on Zeno of Elea,” AGPh. 56 (1974): 127-131. 
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are many,” ‘white’, which is one, would have to be in various different 
places at once. The Antipodes are brought in, 1 assume, as being the 
most remote people from us, but they are a strange and notable feature, 
since, if Zeno really mentioned them, this would be their carliest at- 
tested mention. Certainly, the form of the argument, with its igno- 
rance of predication, is primitive enough to be Presocratic. 


9. In Book V, 1024.12ff. Proclus tells us that Zeno used to call some 
of his arguments “true” and others “‘tactical,” or “useful for the pur- 
pose at hand” (xpetmSers). This detail seems to be recorded nowhere 
clse, but on the other hand it is hardly the sort of thing that Zeno would 
admit in the course of presenting his Forty Logoi, so { would not wish 
to claim it as a further testimonium to that work. 


THIS seems to complete the references to Zeno’s work which are not 
clearly derivable from the text of Plato. What are we to make of them? 
And how is this work that Proclus talks of to be related to that which 
was available later to Simplicius? I see no reason that the arguments 
should not come from the same work as was available to Simplicius, at 
least in respect of the arguments he quotes against Plurality (there 
seems to have been a separate treatise against the possibility of motion, 
cf. Zeno A15 D-K), If these scem puerile in comparison to those, then 
we may perhaps take refuge in Zeno’s own reported distinction, just 
mentioned above, between Logoi that are &dnOeis and those that are 
xpevwdecs. To quote Jonathan Barnes (The Presocratic Philosophers, 1, pp. 
236-237): “Many modern interpreters of Zeno have argued that such 
and such an account of a paradox is wrong because it attributes such a 
silly fallacy to a profound mind. Zeno was not profound: he was 
clever. Some profundities fall from his pen; but so too did some trifling 
fallacies. And that is what we should expect from an cristic disputant. 
If we mcet a deep argument, we are not bound to search for a nugget 
of philosophical gold. Fair metal and base. in roughly equal propor- 
tions, make the Zenonian alloy.” 

I quote this eloquent passage with a certain relish, since Barnes does 
not accept the genuineness of (6) and (7) above (loc. cit. supra p. 336, n. 
8). He may be right, but he is also right to suggest that philosophical 
naiveté need not be a bar to genuineness. Furthermore, all Greek think- 
ers were prepared to throw bad arguments as well as good at a thesis in 
the hope that something would stick. It did not necessarily mean that 
they were persuaded by the arguments themselves. 

Barnes states just below (ibid., p. 237): ‘“We do not know how Zeno 
argued for the proposition (a) ‘If P, then everything is alike, and (b) if 
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P, then everything is unlike.’ ” I suggest that we do, and that it is con- 
tained in passage (5) above. 

My conclusion is that Proclus certainly had a document in his pos- 
session called the Forty Logoi of Zeno, or something such—probably, 
though not certainly, the samc document that was available to Simpli- 
cius a century later—and it seems possible to me that it at least con- 
tained genuine material, though perhaps worked over at a later date, or 
even incorporated from another, genuine source into a pseudepi- 
graphic work. , 


E. PREVIOUS EDITIONS AND 
TRANSLATIONS 


There have been five editions of the Greek text of the Commentary on 
the Parmenides: two by Victor Cousin, in 1821-1827” and 1864, the lat- 
ter of which J have uscd as the basis for this translation (with its pagi- 
nation in the margin); and three by G. Stallbaum, which are based upon 
those of Cousin, though Stallbaum on occasion wisely rejects conjec- 
tures of Cousin in favour of the manuscript. 

Cousin’s edition is a considerable achicvement, but it does not attain 
modern standards of reliability. He based himself on only four manu- 
scripts, all in the Biblothéque Nationale, with some reference to a frag- 
mentary Latin translation in a 16th-century MS in Vienna, which he 
attributed to the Dutch scholar Anton-Hermann Gogava, but which 
Klibansky has subsequently shown to be by Nicolo Scutelli (and fur- 
thermore to bea translation, or rather paraphrase, of an cxisting Greek 
manuscript, and thus useless for establishing the text). In his second 
edition Cousin was also able to profit from a host of cmendations, 
many brilliant, from the English Neoplatonist Thomas Taylor, in a re- 
view of the first edition in the Classical Journal, in which Taylor made 
use of a manuscript in the British Museum, Harleiensis 5671, which is 
of the same family as two of Cousin’s MSS (CD) but has some inde- 
pendent readings. Admittedly, Cousin did have access, in Bibl. Nat. gr. 
1810 (A), to the best surviving Greek manuscript, but when we reflect 
that there exist 28 complete MSS of the In Parm., as well as six muti- 
lated ones, one can see that he had an inadcquate basis for a scientific 
edition. 

However, the most useful new source for establishing the text has 
tumed out to be, not any Greck manuscript unused by Cousin, but 
rather a medieval Latin translation by the Flemish Dominican William 


» Icis worth noting, perhaps, from the point of view of the continuity of the Neopla- 
tonic tradition, that Cousin dedicated this first edition to Hegel and Schelling. 
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of Moerbeke, who went out in the wake of the Latin conquest of 
Grcece to become Bishop of Corinth from 1277 to 1281. While there 
he discovered and translated into Latin a number of works of Proclus, 
including his commentaries on the Timaeus and the Parmenides, the lat- 
ter around 1285, near the end of his life. William’s style of translation 
is highly literal, which frequently makes for near-nonsense, but has the 
advantage of enabling one to discern fairly clearly the original Greek 
from which he was working. The manuscript he was using is probably 
of the 12th century, at least two centuries older than all the extant 
Greek MSS except Bibl. Nat. gr. 1810 (which is 13th-century), and it 
differs significantly from all of them in its readings, gencrally for the 
better. Most importantly, it contains the end of Book VII, which com- 
pletes the commentary on the First Hypothesis—while the Greek MSS 
break off before the commentary on 141¢10-142a8—and thus adds 21 
pages (in Klibansky’s edition) to the text. 

Raymond Klibansky rediscovered this translation in the 1920s, an- 
nouncing it in his 1929 article “Ein Proklos-Fund und seine Bedeu- 
tung.” The most important section of it, the commentary on the final 
section, was not published by Klibansky und] 1953, and the full text is 
only being published now, in two volumes (vol. I, 1982; vol. II, 1985), 
by Dr. Carlos Steel. 

Eventually, perhaps before the end of the decade, we may, as I men- 
tioned in the Preface, have a modern edition of the whole text, by Steel 
and Alain Segonds, in the Budé series, but until then we are dependent 
on Cousin. 

The only translation of the Parmenides Commentary into any modern 
language is that of A. E. Chaignct in 1900, reprinted by Minerva of 
Frankfurt in 1962. I have naturally found this repeatedly helpful, 
though Chaignct did not, of course, have the benefit of the Latin trans- 
lation. Nevertheless, he frequently makes useful emendations. Chaig- 
net also provides a translation of some sections of the Platonic Theology, 
then of the sections of a later commentary on the rest of Parmenides 
which Cousin appended to his edition of Proclus, and lastly some sec- 
tions of Damascius’ commentary. | have not felt it necessary to follow 
him in this. 
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GLENN Morrow reached as far as page 880, line 39, almost half way 
through Book IV, before he died, so that, although I have ventured to 
alter his terminology to a certain extent, I naturally sought to adapt my 
translation to his. The main difficulty has been in trying to maintain 
consistency in rendering Proclus’ technical terminology, and it is in- 
evitable that over such a vast extent of text, inconsistencics have gone 
unmarked. 

One device I have adopted which I hope will clarify rather than ob- 
scure, and that involves the use of capital letters. When referring to the 
hypostases of Intellect and Soul, as well as to the Forms in their tran- 
scendent aspect, I have used capital initials, while referring to individ- 
ual intellects and souls, and forms at any lower level, such as forms-in- 
matter, with lower-casc initials. 

In general, I have tried to translate each technical term of Proclus’ 
metaphysics by the same English word, but in a number of cases this 
has meant rather a limited set of equivalent terms. Since all these terms 
are in regular use among modern students of Neoplatonism, no con- 
fusion should result. To assist in clarification, however, I append a list 
of common technical terms, with my accustomed translations: 


airie, cause, causal principle évas, henad, 
kar’ airiav, causally, on the level of Evadixds, henadic 
cause évdw, unify 


‘yévos, genus 

yevexes, generic 

yuaors, knowledge 

dnpnovpyos, demiurge 
Snpoupytxds, derniurgic 
Sedvoww, discursive knowledge 
duavoninxds, discursive 

éofa, opinion 

duvayes, power, potentiality 
etdos, form, species 

eléexds, specific 

etSorrows, formal, specificatory 
gy, 76, the One 

émoios. unitary, proper to the One 
évoevéys, unitary 


vopévos, unified 

évépyeen, activity, actuality 

émiornpy, knowledge, scientific 
knowledge, science 

éreporns, othemess 

i8éa, idea 

«xodédov, gencral, universal 

Kad Exagrov, particular 

Koo os, Cosmos, world 

Koo puKds, Cosmic 

&y (xdoios) encosmic 

drepKoc wos, Supta-cosmic 

Néyos, reason-principle, rational 
discourse 

Noyexds, rational, logical 
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&doyos, irrational 

Aoyiopués, reasoning, ratiocination 

pédeécs, participation 

kara wédeéwv, by participation 

wepexcs, particular, partial (opp. 
6A\uKés) 

vous, Intellect, intellect 


voepos, intellectual, intuitive (opp. 


Seavontixés) 
vonros, intelligible 
vosiv, know, cognise 
vonarts, intellection, cognition 
bv, Being 
dbvrws, essentially, really 
ovaia, substance, essence 


ovawdns, really-cxistent, substantial 

xatovaiav, essentially, on the Ievel 
of essence 

mapadsecypa, paradigm, cxample 

mopadecyparikés, paradigmatic 

tavroTys, sameness, identity 

bAn, Matter 

vAckos, Material 

Evvdos, material, in matter (of 
forms) 

bovepoyerys, derived, ‘later-born’ 

dvors, Nature, nature 

dvowxes, natural, in nature 

yxy, Soul, soul 

Wuxixds, psychic, in soul 


No power on earth could make Proclus into a great stylist in any lan- 
guage. I have striven at all times for passable English, as far as was con- 
sistent with preserving accuracy. In some cases, I have divided up a 
long Iemma into its constituent parts by subheadings, where it is plain 
that what we have is a short treatise on some philosophical point, e.g. 
at the beginning of Book II], on the Ideas, or the beginning of Book V1, 
on the number and subject matters of the hypotheses. I have also sub- 
divided the Preface. It will be understood that these headings are not in 
the original. 

A further. element of inconsistency arises in my references in the 
notes to emendations from the Latin translation. At first, these seemed 
worth noting, but, on further reflection, I decided that since the com- 
ing Budé edition would incorporate them they would be superfluous. 
On the other hand, to cut out all such references would necessitate re- 
numbering all the notes of the carlicr books. The result is that some 
emendations from the Latin are noted, and some are not. Emendations 
duc to Westerink are acknowledged by the abbreviation (West.). A 
considcrable number of misprints and obvious errors in Cousin’s edi- 
tion are corrected silently. 
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Book I of the Commentary carries us no further than 128e, a space of 
three Stephanus pages, in 104 columns of Cousin’s edition. However, 
more than a third of the book (pp. 617-660) is a general introduction to 
the dialogue, so there are only 82 columns of commentary proper. I 
will deal first with this general introduction, and then touch on details 
of special interest arising in the commentary. 

Proclus follows in his introduction the same general format as he fol- 
lows in his other commentaries (In Alc., In Remp., In Tim.), a format 
going back, to some extent at least, to the Middle Platonic tradition and 
more immediatcly to Porphyry and lamblichus, but fully developed 
only in the Athenian School, probably by Syrianus. Proclus himself 
seems to have written a treatise on the nature of the Platonic dialogue 
to which he refers in his Commentary on the Alcibiades (10.3f£.): 


As we have said clsewhere about the dialogucs, each one must 
possess what the whole cosmos possesses; and an analogous part 
must be assigned thercin to the Good, part to the Intellect, part to 
the Soul, and part to the underlying nature itself (sc. Matter). 


This concept is formalised in the Anonymous Prolegomena to Platonic Phi- 
losophy—a product of the 6th-century Alexandrian School, but much 
dependent on Proclus—as follows: 


As we have scen, then, that the dialogue is a cosmos and the cos- 
mos a dialogue, we may expect to find all the components of the 
universe in the dialogue. The constituents of the universe are 
these: Matter, Form, Nature (which unites Form with Matter), 
Soul, Intellect, and Divinity. In the dialogue we have, corre- 
sponding to Matter, the characters, the time, and the place in 
which Plato represents his dialogue as happening. 


The author emphasises that in none of these areas is Plato’s choice ran~ 
dom, but always made with an eyc to the fostering of philosophic 
truth. He continues (17. 1 ff): 
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The part of Form is filled by the style (xapaxrjp), which can be 
“rich” (a8p6s), or “lean” (ioxv6s), or “mixed,” and if mixed, 
then either by blending (xpaoxs), or juxtaposition (zapdadects). 
Plato uses the “rich’’ style in his theological dialogues, the “lean” 
in his other dialogues, adapting his expression to the subject mat- 
ter. 


In view of this judgement of the Anonymous, it is interesting that Pro- 
clus, in discussing the style of the Parmenides (645.9ff.), is at pains to 
explain why we must not expect to find an elevated and “rich”’ style in 
the dialogue, but rather a ‘‘Iean’’ onc. This “befits its dialectical proce- 
durc.”” The Timaeus one would be inclined to take as an example of the 
“rich” style, but Proclus does not say so in the introduction to that dia- 
logue. The only passage I find Proclus describing as “‘rich”’ is the ad- 
dress of the Demiurge to the Young Gods (41aff., In Tim. I, 200.1 
Diehl), though he seems to imply the comparative hadrotés of the Ti- 
maeus at 1, 7.26ff., where he characterises the dialogue as borrowing, 
among other things, “loftiness of thought” (76 synddvovr) from the 
Pythagorean tradition, and loftiness of thought may be taken to in- 
volve loftiness of diction (76 wmAsv) with which to hadron is habitually 
linked. At all events, the Parmerides is agrced to be ischnos in style. 

The equivalent of Nature in a dialogue is the method of procedure 
(tpétr0s THs ovvoucias), whether expository (ddyynuarexds), or inves- 
tigatory ({yrnrixés), or a mixture of the two (ibid. 17.16ff.). Proclus 
does not dea] with this in the Alcibiades Commentary passage, and the 
Anonymous docs not here characterise the Parmenides, but it may be 
taken as investigatory, or, perhaps, mixed, if the second half be taken 
as virtually expository. 

The ‘soul’ of a dialoguc is contained in its arguments or proofs (éro- 
deiéets), and its ‘intellect’ is its probléma, which is best rendered, per- 
haps, as ‘topic,’ since the apodeixeis arc described as surrounding it as 
the circumference surrounds the centre ofa circle. Finally, the analogue 
to God in a dialogue is its ‘good’ or purpose (7édos), which is another 
way of saying its skopos, or ‘aim.’ In the present commentary 
(630.25ff.), Proclus identifies the two, though in the Alcibiades Com- 
mentary (loc. cit.) he trics to make a distinction: “It is one thing to know 
the aim of a dialogue, and another the good that derives from such a 
purpose.” This scems, however, a distinction without a difference. 

This highly articulated procedure is, as I have said, only a develop- 
ment of Middle Platonic procedure, of which we can see something 
from the remains of the Anonymous Theaetetus Commentary,’ probably 


! Published in 1905 by Diels and Schubart in Berliner Klassikeertexte, Heft II. 
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of the 2nd century A.p.? At the beginning of the papyrus, the author is 
discussing the characters and the setting; then, at 2.11, we turn to a 
consideration of the skopos; and lastly, at 3.37, the mode of the dialogue 
is discussed—it is dramatikos, presented directly, like a play, rather than 
reported. 

In the present instance, Proclus only comes to the skopos aftcr dealing 
with the allegorical interpretation of both the sequence of reported 
conversations and the individual characters—a procedure which cor- 
responds to the traditional Middle Platonic onc, with the addition, of 
course, of allegory. 

He starts the whole work, however, with an invocation, a sort of 
preface-cum-dedication, which is not without interest. First of all, he 
manages to run through his whole divine hierarchy, from the intelli~ 
gible gods down to angels, daemons, and heroes (618, 13-23), attrib- 
uting to cach certain salient characteristics, which they are to bestow 
upon him. Secondly, he acknowledges what we shall observe to be his 
pervasive debt to his master, Syrianus, to whom the basic scheme of 
interpretation of the dialogue presented here must surely be credited. 
And lastly, he dedicates the work to his pupil Asclepiodotus, a circum- 
stance which, as I have suggested in note 6 below, makes it clear that 
the Commentary cannot be an early work. 

This done, he turns to the treatment of the various introductory top- 
ics, beginning with a discussion of the dramatic setting (Spaparucn 
Siaoxevy), which runs from 519.21 to 625.36. He gives us here a sum- 
mary account, not only of the setting, but of the whole plot of the dia- 
logue, without allegorising or much interpretation, but previewing 
various major topics of discussion later, such as unity and plurality, of 
what things there are Ideas, and the Parmenidcan dialectical method. 
He ends by noting that we have four distinct layers of reporting in the 
original conversation, a point from which he derives proper signifi- 
cance in the next section. 

He turns next (625.37-630. 14) to the allegorical interpretation, first, 
of the four conversations, and then of the characters in them. He sees 
each of the four conversations as representing a distinct level of being. 
The last is the lowest, representing the ‘informing’ (siéomouwn) of 
sense-objects; the indefiniteness of Cephalus’ audience represents the 
formlessness of the receptacle (the hypodoché of the Timaeus). The pre- 
vious conversation, that of Antiphon to the philosophers of Clazo- 
menae (including Cephalus), represents the entry of forms into physikai 
ousiai, by which is meant natural genera and species, which receive 

2 An argument has recently been made by Harold Tarrant (CQ XXXIL (1983): 161- 


187) to date it back to the first century B.c., and indeed to connect it with Eudorus of 
Alexandria. The date is fortunately not relevant to my present point, however. 
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form prior to the information of sensible particulars. The second con- 
versation, that of Pythodorus to Antiphon and his friends, continuing 
up the scale of being, represents the progression of Forms into souls. 
Proclus (or Syrianus) ingeniously connects Antiphon with Soul by rea- 
son of the fact that he is horsy, and Soul, as we know from the Phaedrus 
myth, may be represented as a chariotcer and horses. Finally, the orig- 
inal conversation represents the structure of Nous itself, and true home 
of the Forms, each of the three original main characters—Parmenides, 
Zeno, and Socrates—representing one facet of that world, as we shall 
see. Thus the frame-narrative cam be shown by allegory to represent 
the various stages of the progression of Form into Matter, and to mir- 
ror accurately the relation of each lower level to what is above it 
(626.34ff.). 

To turn to the characters of the original dialogue (628. Iff.), we find 
an interesting set of alternatives presented to us by Proclus, each, it 
seems, of equal validity. Either we may take Parmenides, Zeno, and 
Socrates as representing, respectively, unparticipated (dméexros) In- 
tellect, Intellect participated in (wevexéuevos) by Soul, and individual 
(weptxés) intellect—one of the individual intellects within Nous; or we 
may take them as representing the three ‘moments’ of the hypostasis of 
Nous—Becing, Life, and Intellect proper. Eithcr interpretation seems to 
Proclus to “‘preserve the analogy” (Siac@few ri dvadoyiav, 628.30- 
31)—a key term in Proclus’ allegorical exegesis. 

To continue down the scale of being, Pythodorus represents divine 
Soul, recciving the /ogoi from the intellectual realm—or, alternatively, 
the angelic order, secing as he performs the role of “‘publicising,” or 
manifesting, the activities of the intellectual realm. Antiphon is given 
one identification only, with “daemonic soul,” his horsemanship once 
again brought into play, as evidence of a desire to guide and manage 
the physical world, as daemons do. Cephalus and the men of Clazo- 
menae arc individual souls in the realm of Nature, filled with logoi from 
above, and themselves embedded in the physical world. 

One may note, throughout this exegesis, that the metaphysical 
scheme presupposed is very much simpler than that of the Athenian 
School in its full development, or even than that of lamblichus. This is 
not an entirely compelling argument, admittedly, since there are only, 
after all, a limited number of figures to play around with, but it might 
be an indication that the original allcgorisation was propounded al- 
ready by Porphyry, with whose mctaphysics a scheme of Being, Life, 
and Intellect, within the hypostasis of Nous, would fit very well. Ifthis 
were Porphyry’s original suggestion, then the scheme of unpartici- 
pated, participated, and particular intellect might be taken as an alter- 
native suggestion of Iamblichus, whose innovation the participated- 
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unparticipated contrast appears to be (cf. In Tim. fr. 54 Dillon, and pp. 
33-34 of the Intro. to my edition). In that case, Syrianus and Proclus 
could be seen as simply preserving the earlier allegorisations, by com- 
bining them as alternatives. The same would go for the characters 
further down the scale. Such ‘“‘portmanteau solutions” are quite 
characteristic of Syrianus’ treatment of disputes between his two 
predecessors, as we can see from the Timaeus Commentary, and also, as 
I think it will emerge, from this one. 

At any rate, having identified the characters, we are now ready to 
approach the question of the subject matter, or skopos, of the dialogue. 
The discussion of the various views on this becomes a most useful sur- 
vey of previous opinion on this most baffling of Plato’s dialogues, 
going back well into the Middle Platonic period. 

Proclus follows an order of exposition which, while taking the var- 
ious thcories in ascending order of worthiness, also seems to proceed 
in chronological sequence. The first view (630.37-633.12) is that the 
dialogue is a dialectical exercise, with a polemical purpose. It is an an- 
tirrhesis (631.22) against Zeno, using Zenonian methods to arrive at ab- 
surd and self-contradictory conclusions (even as the Menexenus is an at- 
tack on Thucydides[!], and Socrates’ speech for the non-lover in the 
Phaedrus a satire against Lysias). The dialogue therefore contains no 
positive doctrine, but is simply a destructive tour-de-force. Such a 
view may have been put about by the New Academy, as constituting 
a justification for their own methods of argumentation, but we have no 
positive evidence of this. 

A second view (633.12-635.27) holds that the dialogue is indeed an 
exercise in logical method, but that its purpose is not polemical (such 
an interpretation does violence, it argues, to the structure of the dia- 
logue), but expository. Its purpose is to show that only rigorous train- 
ing in logical method will enable one to avoid the various pitfalls into 
which unsophisticated “friends of the Forms,”’ like the young Socrates, 
are shown falling. 

With one aspect of this Proclus is not in disagreement: Parmenides is 
indeed concerned to educate Socrates. But that the subject matter of the 
second part of the dialogue is simply logical he cannot accept. He next, 
therefore, embarks on a survey of those views which postulate that the 
second part has a metaphysical purpose. Again, therc is a chronological 
sequence observable here. The first school of thought (635.31-638.2) 
considers that the subject of the dialogue is Being—the same subject, in 
fact, as that of Parmenides’ Poem. These critics make the good point 
that no dialogue of Plato’s appears to have been composed purcly to 
illustrate a method, but always the method is introduced as a means to 
some substantial end—for instance, the purpose of the Sophist is not to 
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introduce diaivesis but diairesis is introduced as a means to defining and 
exposing the Sophist (a view we would not, I think, agree with!). Since 
Parmenides says he is going to exercise his method on his own first 
principle, that must surely be taken to be the subject of the dialoguc. 

If we search for a possible champion of this view of the dialogue, the 
best candidate is probably Origen the Platonist, whom we shall meet 
repeatedly in this connexion later, in Books VI and VII. This theory 
demands that the First Hypothesis have a purely negative role, with no 
proper subject matter, and that the real subject of the dialogue be dealt 
with positively only in the Second Hypothesis (what role the later ones 
play is not in question at the moment). This we know to have been the 
view of Origen (cf. below, VI, 1064.21ff and note ad loc.), and it 
would seem to accord with the position held here. Certainly no one 
later than Plotinus can have held that the subject of the dialogue was 
Being. 

We move on from this to a second group of critics (638.2-640. 16) 
who prefer to take the subject of the dialogue as ‘‘all things that derive 
their reality from the One” (638.18-19). If we arc to take the previous 
critic as Origen, then this next school of thought should comprise 
some or all of a group comprising Plotinus, Porphyry, and lamblichus. 
The idea that the dialogue is really a panoramic survey of the universe, 
as it derives from the One, would seem to cover all of their views, as 
outlined at the beginning of Book VI. The various affirmations and ne- 
gations, the argument gocs, must refer to different Ievels of entity. 
They cannot all be about Being, in an undifferentiated sense. The only 
problem with this view is that Parmenides does declare at the outset 
(137b) that he will start from his own doctrine of the One, which, as 
we know from his Poem, is a Onc that is, but this problem can be over- 
come by assuming that he takes his own One as a point of departure 
(640. 2ff.), and uses it to set forth the whole nature of beings, beginning 
with the One above Being. (This problem will be raised again in Book 
VI, 1077.19f€.) 

Tt is interesting that all these previous commentators, from the ear- 
liest Middle Platonists to (probably) Iamblichus, are lumped together 
as “the ancients” (of waAacoi), over against whom is now set the doc- 
trine of Syrianus, but we must remember that even Iamblichus died 
about a hundred and fifty years (c. A.D. 325) before Proclus is writing. 
Syrianus (640.17-645.8) may seern to be doing no more than elaborat- 
ing and further articulating the views of his predecessors in declaring 
that the subject of the dialogue is “all things, in so far as they are the 
offspring of one cause and are dependent on this universal cause” 
(641.3-6). To this Proclus adds: “and in so far as they are deified.’ How- 
ever, Syrianus’ account of the skopos obviously involved a preview of 
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his remarkable views as to the various grades of being which are being 
symbolically represented in the second part, together with a compari- 
son and contrast with the Timaeus. Basically, though, Syrianus and 
Proclus accept the view of the last set of commentators. 

The next topic for discussion (645.9-647.24) is the style (xapaxrip) 
of the dialogue, which I have discussed already. The style is appropri- 
ate to the subject matter, that is to say, ‘‘lean’’ and unadorned, to reflect 
the “unadorned beauty” of divinity (645.13). However, though Pro- 
clus agrees with this view (possibly that of Iamblichus, cf. his remarks 
on the Timaeus quoted at In Tim. I, 87.6ff. = Iambl. In Tim. fr. 9 Dil- 
lon), he feels obliged to point out that this is not the only way one may 
talk of divine matters—the inspired poets may use mythical language, 
and others may use a hieratic or clevated mode, or images and symbols, 
with mathematical terminology, as would the Pythagoreans, This aus- 
tere, dialectical mode, however, is proper to the Eleatic tradition, 
which is eminently well suited to discussing the One. 

This leads us to the next topic (648.1-658.31), the relationship be- 
tween Parmenides’ dialectical method, as here sct out, and that of Plato 
himself, a question of some importance for ancient commentators. 
Many would seek to distinguish the two, Proclus tells us (648.2ff.), on 
the basis of various passages in the Platonic corpus—thtee in particular: 
(1) at Rep. VII, 537e-539d, Socrates says that the young should not be 
allowed to practise dialectic; yet here is Parmenides recommending it 
to the young Socrates; (2) also in Rep. VII, and in the Phaedo, dialectic 
is presented as Icading to the highest and purest level of knowledge, but 
Parmenides presents it here as gymnasia (135d), which implies that it is 
a preliminary skill, on the level of Aristotelian logic (cf. e.g. Topics 
VII, 14); (3) again in Rep. VII, 534c, dialectic is described as ‘‘the cap- 
stone of knowledge” (Spryxds trav padnpdrwv), and in the Sophist, 
253e, the Stranger declares that dialectic should not be communicated 
to any but “him who philosophises with purity and justice,’ while Par- 
menides here describes it as “babbling’’ (@60Aecxie, 135d). 

These nitpicking difficulties would not have been raised, had there 
not been some embarrassment among the majority of Platonists who 
practised what they regarded as Platonic dialectic (diaeresis, definition, 
demonstration, and analysis), but had never found any use for this ex- 
traordinary “‘Parmenidean” method, and yet saw it apparently com- 
mended in Parm. 135-136 as “dialectic.” So they tried to downgrade it. 
From the circumstantial way in which Proclus presents the case for the 
defence, it would seem that everyone before Syrianus had maintained 
the distinction betwecn the two dialectics, and that this upgrading of 
the Parmenidean method is another Syrianic innovation. That this is so 
is indicated also by the fact that later, in Book V, when the question 
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arises again, Proclus not only defends Parmenides’ method, but sets 
out to illustrate its workings, prefacing this with the announcement 
that no one has ever attempted this before, exccpt an unknown individ- 
ual named Ammikartos (1020.31ff.). 

Proclus, then, must set out to demolish the difficulties raised. This 
he does as follows (651.16ff.). Firstly, there is no contradiction be- 
tween Parmenides commending the method here to Socrates, and Soc- 
rates in the Republic forbidding the method to the young in general, 
since Socrates here is a special case, and does not invalidate the general 
tule that the young should not be introduced to dialectic before they are 
ready. Legislation, Proclus reminds us, is aimed at the normal case, not 
the rare birds; these latter must be a law unto themselves. 

Secondly, it is not true that Socrates does not describe dialectic in 
Rep. VIL as a gymnasia (652.29ff.). He does so, in fact, at 526b6 (ay év 
TovT@ Taidevdao. Kai yuyvdowrrat). Therefore the mere use of the 
term ‘exercise’ cannot be held to reduce the method to an ‘exercise’ on 
the basis of endoxa, such as Aristotle presents in the Topics. Why, then, 
do both Socrates and Parmenides describe their dialectical methods as 
gymnasia? The answer to this leads Proclus to distinguish three aspects 
of any proper educational system (653.3-654.14). The first involves 
stirring up in the young the desire for knowledge, “‘the turning of the 
eye of the soul.”’ This involves not a simple leading of the pupil straight 
towards the truth, but also an exploration of byways, ultimately to be 
rejected (that is why it may be termed plané, ‘“‘wandering”). A second 
form of dialectic confronts the mind directly with the world of Forms, 
and leads it from Form to Form, using analysis, definition, demonstra- 
tion, and division, until it reaches the first Form of all, the Good be- 
yond Being. The third type is a method of attack, designed to ‘“‘purge 
sophists and others of their double ignorance,” which Proclus, self- 
consciously borrowing a term from Aristotle (cf. SE 169625, Met. T 2, 
1004b25), calls peirastiké, “‘tentative” or ‘“‘probing.” This serves as a 
sort of purgative for those “obsessed by their conceit of wisdom.” It is 
the first of these, and not the third, that is termed gymmnasia by both phi- 
losophers. Other instances of it are to be found, he says, in the Theae- 
tetus and the Lysis. 

This distinguishing of cypes of dialectic recurs in Book V at 988.6- 
992.28, when the question arises again. It is a useful picce of Platonic 
lore. 

The last problem is why Parmenides describes his method as adoles- 
chia, “babbling.” Once again, Proclus shows that Plato elsewhere al- 
lows Socrates to describe his dialectic method thus (ironically), as for 
instance at Phaedo70b, Theaetetus 195b, and, above all, in the Stranger’s 
classification in Sophist 219b-225d. And anyhow, Parmenides does not 
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describe his own method as “babbling” at 135d; he only says it is called 
so by the many. 

The upshot of this laborious refutation of tendentious objections is 
that Parmenides’ dialectic method can be claimed as Platonically ap- 
proved after all, and, as I have said, later, in Book V, Proclus sets out 
to atone for a millennium of neglect by giving the method a thorough 
workout. 

The last topic dealt with in the Preface (658.32-659.24) is that of the 
significance of Plato’s prooimia in general. Once again, we have an his~ 
torical summary. The earlier commentators (before Porphyry, in this 
case) did not regard the prefatory portions of the dialogues as being of 
any metaphysical significance. Others (Porphyry, in fact) see their use 
as being the presentation of moral lessons (xad+xovra), but not as 
being germane to the subject matter (though Porphyry does seem to 
have indulged in a certain amount of allegorisation). Only with Iam- 
blichus (for it is he, 659.6ff.) are the prologues brought into relation, 
by systematic allegorisation, with the overall skopos, and it is his lead 
that the Athenian School is following. Only so, says Proclus, does the 
dialogue become an organic whole in the sense called for by Plato in 
Phaedrus 264c. 


WE TURN NOW to the exegesis of the text, taking in, as I have said, just 
the opening section of the dialogue up to 128e6. The first part of this 
may be seen as extending to 127a7, comprising the preliminaries to An- 
tiphon’s telling of the story. Proclus divides this into nine lemmata, all 
fairly short (659. 30-681 .30). 

The first lemma, 128a1-2, covers just the opening statement. This 
gives occasion for renewed discussion of the contrast between Italian 
(Eleatic) and Ionian philosophy, and the position of Platonism as half- 
way between them, a synthesis of both. This is the “‘literal’’ interpre- 
tation, though not explicitly presented as such. An ethical interpreta- 
tion, probably due ultimately to Porphyry (660.39-661.9), follows, to 
the effect that Cephalus’ departure from his homeland and arrival in. 
Athens reminds us that we must be prepared to leave our “home” (the 
body), and head for the homeland of Athena, the symbol of Intellect, 
if we wish to obtain a vision of the truth. 

There is also, however, a metaphysical (or ‘“‘physical’’) interpreta- 
tion, probably originally advanced by lamblichus (661.10-662.33), ac- 
cording to which “all the individual and perceptible reason-principles 
(the visitors from Clazomenac) are dependent on the primary causc 
(Parmenides?), and being illumined by Athena to turn their attention 
towards the intelligible world, abstract themselves from the cosmic 
system, . . . and advance to the monad that contains the primary plu- 
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rality (Antiphon).” Glaucon and Adeimantus serve as a dyad prior to 
this monad. 

Proclus goes on to a further metaphysical exegesis, the essence of 
which we have seen carlier, in the preface. He does not disavow the 
first one, but fecls that this one, presumably that of Syrianus, adds a 
further dimension of significance to the passage. There is no need, I 
think, to dwell on the details of it. Those interested may read the text 
(662.33-665.10). Suffice it to say that Antiphon and Pythodorus are de- 
moted to the status of daemons, as set out in the preface. 

We may note in this passage the use of certain technical terms of al- 
legorical exegesis—symbolon, eikon and analogia.> Ionia is a symbolon of 
Nature, and Italy of intellectual being (660.27); the text ““presents an 
eikon”’ of the individual logoi being united with their monad (661.21, cf. 
662.10); Parmenidces, Zeno, and Socrates “preserve the analogia” with 
the whole divine order (663.1, cf. 664.2 and 665.12). These are the basic 
terms with which Proclus operates, and they will recur frequently in 
the excgesis of the prooimion of the dialogue. Elsewhere (In Tim. I, 
29.31ff.; PTI, 4), he seeks to make a distinction between eikon and sym- 
bolon, attributing this to “the Pythagoreans,” an eikon being an image 
of reality which has a one-to-one correspondence with what it repre- 
sents, while a symbolon is a more indircct representation of reality. 
However, in most cases, as here, Proclus seems to observe no clear dis- 
tinction between the two terms. As for analogia, if one could master the 
mysteries of that, one would have the key to Neoplatonic allegorical 
exegesis, but rules for the “‘preserving”’ of analogia are lacking. 

Lastly, we must note the normal term for the metaphysical realities 
revealed by allegorical cxegesis—ta pragmata (c.g. 664.2, 665.12), nor- 
mally translated as “‘the facts,”’ or “the subject matter’ (as opposed to 
the lexis, or details of the text). 

Proclus ends the lemma with a further short comment on the “Jean- 
ness”’ of the dialogue’s style, noting that Parmenides cmploys the same 
style in his Poem. 

The second lemma (126a2-4) begins with an ethical comment to the 
effect that one should welcome strangers, the stronger should be the 
first to offer aid, and that one should keep one’s promises (666. 4-20)— 
all this provoked by Adeimantus’ greeting of Cephalus. We move then 
to metaphysical exegesis (ta pragmata). Antiphon, Glaucon, and Adei- 
mantus represent threc grades of daemon (1) Satpome Takis sis tpia 
denpnuévn), performing their roles in elevating souls towards their di- 
vine causal principles. The details of the text arc ingeniously employed 

+ [have discussed this matecr elsewhere, in “Image, Symbol and Analogy: Three Basic 
Concepts of Neoplatonic Allegorical Excgesis,” in The Significance of Neoplatontisms, ed. 
R. B. Harris, SUNY Press, Albany, N.Y., 1976, pp. 247-262. 
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to represent the different roles of the three daemonic figures (666.20- 
667.32). 

The next lemma (126a5-7, 667.36-668.28) is devoted to discussing 
the corresponding concept of the ‘receptivity’ (éatrndecérys) of infe- 
rior beings to the benefits flowing from above. In the Neoplatonic uni- 
verse, receptivity is all; it answers to the Christian concept of grace. 
The gods cannot confer gifts upon us unless and until we are ready to 
receive them. 

The fourth lemma (126b1-3, 668.34-670.29) begins with some his- 
torical facts about Plato’s family and concludes, with a slightly unex- 
pected concern for chronology (though he speaks of Plato as being 24, 
not 28, when Socrates died!), that the present conversation must have 
taken place after Socrates’ death, since Antiphon, who is considerably 
younger than Plato, must be given time to have grown up. But the ab- 
sence of any mention of Socrates being still alive makes this fairly ob- 
vious in any casc. 

Then, after a brief appreciation of Plato’s dramatic technique hcre, 
he makes an ‘ethical’ comment (669.16ff.) to the effect that Cephalus’ 
enquiry presents the three stages of prayer in the Chaldacan tradition— 
knowledge, approach, and union (see n. 46 ad loc.)—and finally turns 
to fa pragmata proper, with the reflection that souls must be linked with 
the objects of their striving through knowledge and ‘attention’ 
(émeBody, a technical term originally Epicurean, but long since com- 
mon philosophical property; see below, n. 116 to Book VII), and of this 
the name is the proper symbol. 

To show how every detail can be made to contribute to the total pic- 
ture, Proclus notes, albcit tentatively, that the fact of Antiphon being a 
maternal brother of Glaucon and Adcimantus could symbolise the fact 
that the whole class of dacmons is presided over by a female principle 
(presumably Hecate). The significance of each detail of the text is 
plainly a principle of post-lamblichean allegorising (as it was in the sys- 
tem of Philo of Alexandria), and we shall see many examples of this as 
we go along. 

It will be unnecessary, I think, to dwell in detail on all of the subse- 
quent lemmata. They exemplify all of the features outlined above. 
Every detail of the text is pressed into service as an inspired illustration 
of metaphysical reality. Much is made, in particular, as has been men- 
tioned already, of the “‘horsiness” of Antiphon, against the background 
of the Phaedrus myth. We may note, however, the particularly clear 
sequence of literal (stylistic), ethical and ‘physical’ exegesis in the 
lemma 127a1-5 (676.39-679.38). Once again, one may be permitted, I 
think with probability (though not certainty—Proclus is of course 
quite capable of doing this on his own), to discern here the hands of 
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Porphyry and Iamblichus respectively. We find here, indeed, as not in- 
frequently elsewhere, a distinction between a first level of ‘physical’ ex- 
egesis (678.22ff.) and a still ‘deeper’ (Sadvrepa) one (678.22ff.), which 
one might term (though it is not so termed here) ‘theological.’ It reads 
here as if Proclus (or Syrianus) is adding a rather more elaborate meta- 
physical interpretation to the simpler one propounded by Jamblichus. 

A feature of allegorical exegesis that may be noted, and illustrated, 
at this stage is the utilising of an apparent contradiction in the text to 
reveal a higher truth (another characteristic procedure of Philo’s). Pro- 
clus notes, at 680.35ff. (ov xp Javudfew is a very characteristic way 
of introducing such a problem), that here (127a6) Antiphon declares 
the task of recounting the discussion to be “‘very difficult,” whereas 
earlicr Adeimantus had assured the visitors that there would be no dif- 
ficulty (126c6). The solution is that it is not, indeed, a difficult task for 
Antiphon, as a superior daemonic power, to communicate enlighten- 
ment, but it is a difficult task for inferior cntities, in this case individual 
souls, to receive his gifts. 

With the beginning of Antiphon’s narrative, we rcach the second 
stage of the frame-story, coming a stage closer to the subject matter 
proper. This scction may in turn be divided into two (unequal) parts, 
the background to the session at Pythodorus’ house (127a7-d5, 681.35- 
693.23), and Zeno’s actual reading of the first hypothesis of his first ar- 
gument, with the conversation between him and Socrates that ensues 
upon that (127d6-128e6, 694.3-722.24). 

The first part is divided into six lemmata, again all quite short. Pro- 
clus begins by defending Antiphon against a suggestion made by some 
previous commentator that he is simply here repeating, parrot-like, 
material that he does not understand. No one, Proclus argues, could 
present so vividly what he does not himself understand—and Plato has 
indicated to us in the Timaeus (19d) that a successful narrator of the 
speeches of learned men must be similar in character to those he rep- 
resents. 

So much, then, for the vindication of Antiphon. Various indications 
are then produced that Parmenides is a henad presiding over a chain of 
causes, and a monad uniting a multiplicity—not least the circumstance 
that he and Zeno have come to Athens for the Panathenaea, since the 
Panathenaea was established as a result of the synoecism of Attica, the 
uniting of a group of villages round one centre, presided over by 
Athena! 

Allegorical interpretation of details continues to add to our under- 
standing of “‘the realities.” Zeno’s having been the paidika of Parmen- 
ides simply means (684.28ff.) that they used the same path of ascent to 
one and the same god (on the human level), and on the paradigmatic 
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level, that ‘secondary beings are contained in the primary, and all are 
united to Being” (Parmenides being a symbol of the Onc Being, the 
monad of the noetic world). Again, the lodging with Pythodorus, in 
the next lemma (685.8ff.) gives Pythodorus the rank of an angel, and 
the fact that they are “outside the city walls” represents the transcend- 
ent nature of the gods. 

The rest of this section is taken up with the further elaboration of the 
allegory. In the process certain important principles of Procline meta- 
physics are referred to. One is that formally stated in the Elements of 
Theology as proposition 57: “Every cause both operates prior to its con- 
sequent and gives rise to a greater number of posterior terms." Here 
(689.26ff.), Parmenides, as the supreme element in the noetic realm, 
extends his influence further than do Zeno or Socrates, down to the 
most junior principle, Aristoteles, who represents the rank of individ- 
ual soul (his later joining the tyranny of the Thirty symbolises the ca- 
pacity of the individual soul to fall from intellectual life to the tyranny 
of the passions, 693. 2f£.). 

At the end of this section there occurs, in some manuscripts (sce n. 
62 below) a curious passage which is a sort of summary of the allegor- 
ical exegesis that has gone before. It sounds rather as if it is composed 
by a reader who was trying to sort things out in his own mind, and it 
is useful for that very reason; but it could conccivably emanate from 
Proclus himself. I have included it in square brackets. 

We now arrive at Zeno’s reading of his treatise against plurality, and 
Socrates’ comments upon it. It is divided into thirteen lemmata, and 
covers the remaining 28 pages of Book I (694.3-722.24). 

The character of the commentary now changes somewhat. Allegory 
and ‘ethical’ comment is not abandoned, but more attention is natu- 
rally paid to the subject matter in its literal meaning, since philosophi- 
cal arguments have to be analysed. Proclus’ concern is always to show 
the syllogistic form (cither categorical or hypothetical) of Plato’s ar- 
gument, and much space is accordingly devoted to that. All through 
this section there are indications, it seems to me, that Proclus has before 
him a separate document, the Logoi of Zeno, against which he is check- 
ing what Plato reports in the Parmenides; but I have discussed this ques- 
tion fully in the General Introduction (sect. D). 

At 696.21ff. (a passage which is curiously abbreviated in all the 
Greek manuscripts, see n. 64 below), we seem to have a record of an 
aporia raised against Zeno’s argument by someone making an appeal to 
a principle of Stoic logic, that an impossible conclusion may follow 
from a possible premise (e.g. ‘If Dion is dead, this man is dead,”” where 
“this man’’ can only refer to a living person, making the conclusion 
impossible; but the premise remains possible, since “Dion,’’ as a proper 
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name, can refer to someone living, dead, or imaginary). Proclus de- 
clares that such an argument has been long since refuted by the Peri- 
patetic rule about hypotheticals (enunciated, among others, by Alcx- 
ander of Aphrodisias, see n. 65 below) that only those hypotheticals are 
true in which, when the antecedent is the case, the consequent follows 
necessarily. 

The point of this is presumably to argue that the necessity of the 
proposition that the same thing cannot be both like and unlike does not 
imply the necessity of the proposition that things are not many. The 
passage is useful evidence of the history of logical comment on the dia- 
logue. As for Proclus, he draws from Zeno’s argument no more than 
the conclusion that the many cannot exist without the Onc (696.29ff.), 
and this leads him to the serics of principles with which he begins the 
Elements of Theology (1-5: ‘Every multiplicity in some way participates 
in the One,” and so on), which lead in turn to the principle that the first 
principle of all things must be a One without plurality. 

We may note in passing, undcr the heading of ethical comment, a se- 
ries of Procline rules of etiquette for both teacher and pupil. At 
695.26ff. we are told that the true philosopher, exemplified here by 
Zeno, will not mind repeating himself twice or three times for the sake 
of clarity, and welcomes interruptions, whereas the sophist will baulk 
at either. At 697.32ff., Socrates provides a good example for those who 
question the views of their elders: one should first ascertain their mean- 
ing as accurately as possible, lest we miss their truc sense, and so fall 
into sophistry. Ac 701.15ff., he even derives from Zeno’s behaviour 
the precept that if the young wish to support their elders in a contro- 
versy, they should approach the topic under discussion from a different 
perspective. 

The allegorical interpretation, as I say, is not forgotten. Nothing 
new is added to what has been said in the preface, but new details bring, 
for Proclus, further confirmation of the correctness of the basic 
scheme. For instance, the fact that Socrates turns from Zeno to Par- 
menides (who has appeared, suitably to a monad, only at the end of 
Zeno’s exposition) shows how divinities of the third order (such as 
Nous proper) turn towards the primary gods (such as Being) first 
through intermediaries (Zeno = Life), but ultimatcly unite themselves 
to the primary principles directly (700. 8f£.). 

In connection with the lemma 128a8-b6 (703.6-706.18), Proclus dis- 
courses at some length on Parmenides’ own concept of the One in his 
Poem. Parmenides is primarily concerned, he says, with the unity or 
monad which makes each being and class of beings onc, with unity in 
the world, rather than with the transcendent cause of unity: 
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It is to this unity of all beings that Parmenides was looking when 
he demanded that we call the All “onc,” primarily and most truly 
the All which is united with the One, but also the All generally; 
for all things, in so far as they participate in the Onc Being, are in 
a sense the same as onc another and one. (704.12-18) 


An important principle of Procline metaphysics is propounded at 
707.9-11: “Every plurality has a twofold henad, one that is immanent 
in it (ovvreterypévn), and one that transcends it (é&npnuérn).” This is 
laid down in slightly different terms at ET, prop. 67: ‘‘Every whole is 
either a wholc before the parts, or a whole of parts, or a whole in the 
parts.” The principle goes back at least to Iamblichus (cf. In Tim. fr. 54 
Dillon: “Every order is presided over by its unparticipated monad, 
prior to the participated entities’). Proclus proceeds to develop this for 
a while, in support of the point that Parmenides is dealing with the un- 
participated henad prior to the plurality (the One Being itself), and thus 
is not obliged to discuss its relations with the plurality of beings, 
whereas Zeno is actually speaking of the One immanent in the Many, 
which he terms ‘Not-Many’ (711.22ff.). As an exegesis of Plato’s text 
this leaves much to be desired, but it is a useful exposition of later Neo- 
platonic metaphysics. For Proclus it explains Zeno’s comment that 
Socrates “thas not altogether sensed the truth” about his treatise. 

An aporia of some interest is raised at 711.28ff., to the effect that the 
dyad would constitute a counter-example to the assumption that say- 
ing ‘not-many’ is the same as saying ‘only one.’ Whoever raised this 
difficulty must either be thinking of the Dyad as a cosmological prin- 
ciple which is ncither one nor a proper plurality, or must be taking the 
number two as a dual entity. In either case, the objection seems most 
suitable to a Pythagorean, or Pythagoreanising Platonist. Proclus dis- 
misses the objection by declaring the dyad to be both unitary and plural. 

An interesting problem in interpretation arises as regards the sym- 
bolic meaning of youth in various connections. In Socrates’ case 
(686.35ff.), his youth “‘symbolises the youthfulness ascribed to the 
gods,” though most properly to the intellectual order of gods, by con- 
trast with the intelligible. In the case of Aristoteles (692.2ff.) however, 
and the young Zeno, 719.3¢f.), it is a sign of imperfection and unripc- 
ness. In order “correctly to preserve the analogy,” one must presum- 
ably take thought for the overall context. 

Book I, then, brings us to the threshold of Socrates’ objections to 
Zeno’s argument. In the next passage, Proclus wams us, “‘we must 
proceed with great circumspection,” in order to judge correctly how 
far Socrates’ objections are valid, and how far Zeno remains unrefuted. 
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But Socrates is younger (in the second, and more obvious sense of the 
word!), and if anyone is in error, it is morc likely to be he. Proclus 
speaks here (as in his other remarks on the proper behaviour of master 
and pupil) with a distinctly middle-aged tone, which constitutes fur- 
ther evidence for the relative lateness of the work. 
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PREFACE 


(i) Introductory Invocation! 


I pray to all the gods and goddesses to guide my mind in this study 
that I have undertaken—to kindle in me a shining light of truth and en- 
large my understanding for the genuine science of being; to open the 
gates of my soul to receive the inspircd guidance of Plato; and in 
anchoring? my thought in the full splendour of reality to hold me back 
from too much conceit of wisdom and from the paths of error by keep- 
ing me in intellectual converse with thosc realities from which alone 
the eyc? of the soul is refreshed and nourished, as Plato says in the Phae- 
drus (246c-251b). I ask from the intelligible gods* fullness of wisdom, 
from the intellectual gods the power to rise aloft, from the supercelces- 
tial gods guiding the universe an activity free and unconcerned with 
material inquiries, from the gods to whom thc cosmos is assigned a 
winged life, from the angelic choruses a true revelation of the divine, 
from the good daemons an abundant filling of divine inspiration, and 
from the heroes a generous, solemn, and lofty disposition. So may all 
the orders of divinc beings help to prepare me fully to share in this most 
illuminating and mystical vision that Plato reveals to us in the Parmen- 
ides with a profundity appropriate to its subject; and which has been 
unfolded to us, with his own very lucid applications, by one who was 
in very truth a fellow Bacchant with Plato and filled entirely with di- 


3 The only other work of Proclus’ to begin with a comparable dedicatory preface (with 
prayer) is the Platonic Theology, though he does invoke divine help elsewhere on occasion 
(e.g. PT If, 1; Dub. 10.1-2), following Plato’s example at Tim. 27c (cf. In Tim. 1, 
214.26ff.). 

? Reading dppicavres for éppyyravres, as suggested by Chaignet (no help from Latin). 

3 Plato actually says trépwpa, not dye, at Phaedr. 246e2. but all MSS of Proclus have 
dupa, and it is not an exact quotation (&p&eTa: from 251b3 for avfsrat), so dupe may 
stand. 

4 We find here a complete Procline hicrarchy set out, vonroi @2oi, voepot. dr6Avrat, 
éyxoopzor, and then angels, daemons and heroes, each bestowing gifts appropriate to their 
natures. 


19 


619 


BOOK I 


vine truth and who, by leading us to the understanding of this vision 
has become a true hicrophant of these divine doctrines.* Of him I 
would say that he came to men as the exact image of philosophy for the 
benefit of souls here below, in recompense for the statues, the temples, 
and the whole ritual of worship, and as the chicf author of salvation for 
men who now live and for those to come hereafter. So may all the 
higher powers be propitious to us and be ready with their gifts to illu- 
minate us also with the light chat comes from them and leads us up- 
wards. And you, Asclepiodotus,® who have a mind worthy of philos- 
ophy and are my very dear friend, receive thesc gifts that come from 
that worthy man, all of them in full measure, and store them in the 
most intimate folds of your mind. 


(ii) Dramatic Sctting 


But before beginning the consideration of this vision I will set forth 
the dramatic sctting of this dialogue, for the sake of those who are in- 
terested in such things. It was the festival of the Great Panathenaca, cel- 
ebrated by the Athenians of that time with morc claborate preparations 
than the Lesser, which they called by the same name in honour of the 
goddess, thus celebrating her both with longer and shorter proces- 
sions. It was while this festival was being obscrved, as I said, that Par- 
menides and Zeno had come to Athens, Parmenides being a teacher 
and Zeno his disciple. Both were citizens of Elea and, what is more, 
had been members of the school of Pythagoras, as Nicomachus some- 
where rclates.’? They had come then from Elea in Italy to honour the 
goddess and help any at Athens who were interested in knowledge of 
divine things. They lodged outside the Ccramicus,® inviting anybody 
to come and converse with them. Among those who came to sce them 


5 This fulsome praise of Syrianus recurs frequently in Proclus’ writings, and acknowl- 
edges a very real dependence. Cf. PTI, 1, pp. 7-8 S-W: In Remp. 1, 71.21 ff. Kroll. 

© A pupil of Proclus, born in Alexandria, somctime resident of Aphrodisias in Caria 
(presumably after Proclus’ death). Damascius has many waspish things to say of him in 
the Life of Isidore (cf. csp. Epit. Phot. 126-128). He seems to have been chiefly renowned 
as a doctor, and professor of music and physics, with a special interest in theurgy and 
lower forms of magic. Simplicius (In Phys. 795.20 Diels) praises him for his grasp of 
physics. On the whole, hardly a suitable recipient, one would think, of a commentary 
on the Parmenides (he himself, more suitably, wrote a commentary on the Timaeus, 
which has not survived, Olymp. Jn Meteor, 321.26 Idcler); but perhaps Proclus hoped to 
turn him to higher things! At any rate, this dedication to a pupil who survived well into 
the next century indicates that the Parmenides Commentary is a relatively mature work. _ 

7 Nicomachus of Gerasa, in his Life of Pythagoras, now lost, but drawn on copiously 
by both Prophyry and Iamblichus in their extant Lives. 

8 Or rather ‘‘outside the walls, in the Ceramicus,” to accord with the text of Plato 
(127c1). But it 1s not clear that the MS reading should be changed. Latin is no help (extra 
hospitium!). 
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was Socrates, who was then a young man, but of outstanding natural 
abilities. On one occasion Zeno was reading to the assembled visitors 
a book in which he tried to show the numerous difficulties that are cn- 
countered by those who maintain a plurality of things as primary. For 
Parmenides put forward as his peculiar teaching, it is said, that Being 
is one; and those who took these words in a rather irreverent sense as- 
sailed the doctrine with witticisms, such as that if Being is onc, then 
Parmenides and Zeno do not both exist at the same time, but if Par- 
menides, then not Zeno, and if Zeno, then not Parmenides; and on 
these and other similar grounds they tore his doctrine apart, seeing 
nothing of its truth. Now Zeno, Parmenides’ disciple, did not care to 
plead directly for his master’s doctrine, since he thought it needed no 
additional confirmation, but attempted to give it secret aid by writing 
a book in which he ingeniously showed that those who suppose that 
beings are many encounter no fewer difficulties than were alleged 
against those who say Being is one. For he showed that the same thing 
will be both like and unlike, both equal and unequal, and in general that 
there will result the abolition of all order in the world, and everything 
will be thrown into confusion. 

And ifI may interpolate my opinion, | think he did so plausibly. For 
Being must be both one and many; every monad has a plurality correl- 
ative with it, and every plurality is comprehended under some appro- 
priate monad. But since in every case the ground of plurality is tied up 
with the monad and cannot exist without it, these men of Elca were 
focussing their attention upon the incomprehensible unifying causality 
of the monad when they made the ‘‘One Being” primary. Secing that 
every plurality exists in unity, they declared that the “One Being” is 
prior to the many; for what primarily is, is one, and from it the plural- 
ity of beings proceeds. Now Parmenides did not sec fit to descend to 
plurality, having anchored himself in the contemplation of the One 
Being and ignoring everything that would direct his thought to partic- 
ulars. But Zeno was not his equal. Although he too made the Onc 
Being the goal of his thinking, he still wished to separate himself from 
plurality and gather himself into that One that is, as it were, the center 
of all things; so he refuted the proponents of the view that Being is 
many in order to purge their understanding of its propensity towards 
plurality. For refutation is purification, i.e. a removal of ignorance, and 
away towards truth. Thus he showed chat when the One is taken away 
there is complete confusion and disorder among the Many. For what is 
without a share in unity cannot possibly be a whole, or a totality, or 
endowed with form; all of these characters depend surely upon partic- 
ipation in unity, but when form and wholeness are taken away all order 
and arrangement depart, and nothing is left but disorderly and discord- 
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ant movement. He who removes the One is unwittingly doing the 
same as one who removes God from things, for with unity absent 
things will be ‘‘as it is probable they are when God is absent,” as is said 
somewhere in the Timaeus (53b). It is God that provides unity to things 
separated, order to the disordered, wholeness to the parts, form to ma-~ 
terial things, and perfection to the imperfect; and in each of these cases 
unity is unquestionably conferred. This, then, is the way in which 
Zeno refuted the proponents of the Many and brought himself to the 
conception of the One Being. Hence the necessary consequence: if 
Being is not a many, either nothing at all exists or Being must be one. 
Thus in the end Zeno espoused the teaching of his father Parmenides, 
seeing that plurality exists in the One as in its centre, and that the One 
cannot be preserved in mere plurality; for this exists in itself prior to 
plurality, and plurality is what it is entirely from the One. 

These are the contents of the book which he read to the company. 
When Socrates had listened to the reading of it and to all the absurdities 
that Zeno said result for those who posit that Being is many, he shifted 
the discussion from the examination of unity and plurality in things to 
that of the unity and diversity of Forms. There is nothing remarkable, 
he said, in showing that the samc thing is both like and unlike, both 
equal and unequal; for the samc thing is both right and left, and there 
are many things in this condition in the sensible world, that is, together 
with their plurality they posscss also unifying Forms by which each 
thing is at the same time many and one. Rather, he said, it ought to be 
shown that among intelligible species the same is cqual and unequal, 
like and unlike; for he saw there the unmixed purity of the Forms and 
thought that plurality as thus distinguished was being maintained. 
Hence he thought it necessary to shift the inquiry from sensible to in- 
telligible things and look there for mingling and separation in each 
case, since in sensible things these characteristics are abundantly evi- 
dent because of the nature which is their substratum. These are the 
samc questions that he discusses in later life in the Philebus (14d), where 
he says that to affirm the same thing to be onc and many is a common- 
place when applied to composite things, but the sight of this among the 
monadic Forms would be something to marvel at. 

At these words of Socrates Parmenides takes over the discussion and 
asks Socrates whether he really believes there are intelligible Forms and 
what are his reasons for this belief. When Socrates replies that he holds 
firmly to this hypothesis of Ideas, Parmenides raises difficulties about 
them. Are there, or are there not, Ideas of all things? How do sensible 
things participate in Ideas? How arc the Ideas related to us? Thus the 
fundamental difficulties connected with the Ideas are brought up by 
Parmenides. When Socrates shows his bewilderment in the face of 
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these problems, Parmenides advises him, if he is really enamoured of 
the truth about Being, to exercise himself in dialectic before undertak- 
ing this larger inquiry—meaning by dialectic that method that Socrates 
himself teaches us in other works, such as the Republic, the Sophist, the 
Philebus. When Socrates asks what this method is and shows himself 
ready to accept these visitors’ teaching, Parmenides expounds the 
method whose praises Socrates also has sung on many occasions. In the 
Phaedo (101d), for example, in distinguishing the function of dialectic 
from that of eristic, he says that one must at every step assume an hy- 
pothesis and continue an inquiry in this way until from many hy- 
potheses we come up to “something adequate,”’ which he calls “the un- 
hypothetical” (Rep. VI, 510b). As Parmenides recommends, we must 
first posit the object of our inquiry and then divide this hypothesis by 
the employment of antitheses (antiphasis). That is, we assert that the 
object exists or that it does not exist; and assuming its existence we in- 
quire what follows from this assumption, what is excluded by it, and 
what neither follows from it nor is excluded by it. For in each case some 
attributes are completely alien to the object under inquiry, some nec- 
essarily belong to it, and some may or may not be present in it. And 
then we must divide cach of these three classes into four. For we must 
inquire, assuming its existence, what consequences arc implied for it, 
both with reference to itself and with reference to other things, and 
what are implied for the other things with respect to one another and 
with respect to our subject; and again we must ask what is excluded 
from it with respect to itself and with respect to other things, and for 
other things with respect to one another and with respect to it. Thus 
our inquiry must proceed through these twelve modes, and through an 
equal number more when the non-existence of our subject is assumed. 
So that from one hypothesis two arise at first, then for each of them 
three other hypotheses, and for cach of the three four more, making 
twelve hypotheses in all for cach of the initial alternatives. And if you 
like, you could divide each of them again and thus obtain a great many 
others, indefinite in number. It is through these hypotheses that we 
must make our way in accordance with the numbers mentioned—by 
twos, threcs, fours, twelves, until we come to the unhypothctical prin- 
ciple itself which is prior to all hypotheses. 

When this method has been described, Socrates expresses his admi- 
ration for its scientific precision and for the intellectual quality of the 
visitors’ teaching. (This is said to be a special feature of the Elcatic 
School, just as another trait, discipline through mathematics, is char- 
acteristic of the Pythagorean, and another of the Heraclitean, viz. the 
use of names for obtaining knowledge of things.) After cxpressing his 
admiration, Socrates demands to have the method fixcd in his mind by 
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an example of its use, by Zeno’s taking one of his hypotheses and 
showing how it works in this particular case, as is done in the Sophist 
when the Stranger in that dialogue explains the method of Division by 
using it to find the angler and the sophist. But Zeno says the task is be- 
yond his powers; it requires Parmenidcs himself, and he invites the 
leader of the discussion to make such an exposition. Parmenides then 
takes the floor and asks upon what hypothesis he shall exercise his 
method. “Shall we,” he says, “take my hypothesis of the One, asking 
what consequences for it follow respectively from its being and its not 
being, what consequences do not follow, and what consequences may 
or may not follow, both for itself with respect to itself and with respect 
to other things, and to other things with respect to one another and to 
it?” This is agreed upon, and so he examines each of his alternative hy- 
potheses following the twelve modes. In view of thesc, some persons 
have thought that the sum total of the hypotheses is twenty-four, but 
we shall dispute their interpretation when we come to speak of the hy- 
potheses,? where we shall make a distinction between the dialcctical 
modes and the hypotheses that are called such. Now, however, let us 
proceed with matters immediately before us. 

Such was the teaching given, as I have said, by Parmenides and Zeno 
to the young and gifted Socrates and certain others. Pythodorus, the 
son of Isolochus (a pupil of Zeno, as we have learned from the Alci- 
biades (119a]), was one of those present at this conversation, but he was 
silent throughout and made no contribution to the discussion, as was 
done by Socrates, in part asking questions and in part serving as re- 
spondent. But he (Pythodorus) heard what was said and, like Aristo- 
demus who recalled the discourses about Eros in the Symposium, re- 
ported the discussion to Antiphon and his fricnds. This Antiphon was 
an Athenian, one who prided himself on his noble ancestry (this is why 
he was interested in horses, a tradition of long standing among well- 
born Athenians) and a brother of Plato by the same mothcr, as Plato 
himself tells us. Antiphon took in these arguments and himself re- 
counted them to another group, certain Clazomenaeans who cultivated 
philosophy and who had come to Athens from the School of Anaxa- 
goras; and this is obviously the third account of this conversation. On 
this occasion a certain Cephalus was present, himself a citizen of Cla- 
zomenae; and hearing the discussion from Antiphon, he arranged it in 
narrative form for some future persons not identified, transmitting a 
fourth account of the mecting. It is not even said who the persons are 
to whom Cephalus communicated his narrative; he simply recounts 


” He does not, in fact, deal with these critics in his survey of previous views in Book 
Vi. 
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the arguments he has heard from Antiphon, who has got them from 
the Pythodorus mentioned above, who had listened to the words of 
Parmenides. We have then, first, the original conversation between the 
principal personages at the scene wherc it took place; second, the ac- 
count of Pythodorus recalling the original conversation and presum- 
ably narrating everything as it had occurred; third, the account given 
by Antiphon of the arguments that Pythodorus had expounded to him 
and which he transmitted, as we have said, to Cephalus and the philos- 
ophers from Clazomenae; and fourth, the account by Cephalus of the 
arguments transmitted to him by Antiphon, ending up with an indc- 
terminate audience. 


(iii) Allegorical Interpretation of the Conversations 


Of these four conversations—for we must speak now of the analo- 
gies to reality’® which this series presents, taking our point of departure 
for the present from the inquiry about Idcas, which is so prominent in 
the dialogue that some persons have entitled it “On Ideas’’!"—of these 
four conversations the last is analogous to the procession of Forms into 
sense-objects. For Cephalus is presenting his narrative to no determi- 
nate person, for the rcason that the receptacle of sensible rcason-prin- 
ciples (logoi) is indeterminate, unknown, and formless. The preceding 
conversation resembles the establishing of the Forms in natural es- 
sences; for prior to sensible things all natures, both general and partic- 
ular, have reccived from the intelligible world the reason-principles by 
which they guide sensible things, generating them endlessly and pre- 
serving them as living beings. Analogous to them are the visiting na- 
turc-philosophers, the followers of the teaching of Anaxagoras. The 
still earlier conversation resembles the procession into souls of the var- 
ied world of Forms from the Demiurge, for the reason-principles exist 
psychically in souls and it is these with which the Demiurge fills up 
their essence, as the Timaeus (41aff.) teaches us. To them we may plau- 
sibly liken the words that go forth into Antiphon; for souls arc likened 
to the winged pairs of horses and charioteers (Phaedr. 246a). And the 


‘© Translating 7& mpéyueta, an expression of central importance in Procline exegesis, 
which will recur very frequently in this dialogue. Cf. the useful discussion of the term by 
A. J. Festugiére, in his article ‘‘Modes de com position des commentaires de Proclus,” in 
Museum Helveticum XX (1963): 77-100. Normally, z& mporyeta refers to metaphysical 
or theological truths. 

" It seems to have been Thrasyllus who gave subtitles to the dialogues, in his edition 
of them (Diog. Laert. Ill, 56-61). Proclus, below (630.37), distinguishes ‘‘others” who 
disregard this subtitle, in taking the dialogue as simply an exercise in logic—perhaps re- 
ferring here to Albinus—but it is not clear that they werc in fact at variance with Thra- 
syllus’ interpretation. 
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first of all the conversations represents the organisation of the Forms in 
the realm of the truly real, for there reside the primary tetractys and all 
the number of the divine Forms, intelligible and intellectual. These are 
the ultimate source from which souls receive their complement of ap- 
propriate reason-principles, the source from which also the natures are 
supplicd with active forms, and from which corporeal bodies are sup- 
plied with sensible forms. Just as the same arguments are present in all 
four conversations, but in a special way in each—primarily in the first 
conversation, for there we have the original discussion; secondarily in 
the second, for herc their transmission is accompanied by memory and 
imagination; in a tertiary way in the third, for here therc is memory of 
memory; and in the lowest fashion in the fourth, which is the lowest 
stage of memory—so likewisc the Forms are everywhere, but in a spe- 
cial way in each grade of being.'? Those which exist primarily exist in 
and for themselves, Socrates says, and are in the rank of intelligibles, at 
which level there is no imaging of anything higher, just as in the orig- 
inal conversation the argument (logoi) was not transmitted through 
imagination or memory (memory is a likencsses of things remem- 
bered). The forms in souls have their being in a secondary way, in re- 
spect of perfection; and thus are likencsses of the intelligibles, even as 
the second exposition is secondary because it uses memory and imagi- 
nation. The forms in nature are likencsses even more, i.c. they are like- 
nesses of likenesscs; for it is through the forms in souls that the reason- 
principles in nature come to be and are. The forms in sensible things 
are last of all and they are images only, for the Forms end their proces- 
sion at what is unknowable and indeterminate. There is nothing after 
them, for all the reason-principles reach their final term in sensible 
things. And this is the remarkable thing: the author of the second ac- 
count gives us not only the bare discourse, but also brings in the per- 
sons and the actions; the author of the third rchearses all the details of 
the first as well as those of the second; and the author of the fourth gives 
us what is in the first, as well as what is in the second and what is in the 
third, both the persons and the actions. So the primary realities are 
present at all stages, down to the last; the realitics of secondary rank 
have their causal ground in the former and in turn pervade al] the ranks 
below them (here it is Pythodorus who edited the second conversa- 
tion); and likewise the third version (of which Antiphon is the author) 
has its causal ground in the second, and in turn passes on the activity of 
the primary realities to the very last. So much, then, as a preliminary 
statement about these likenesses, as we begin our study of the dialogue. 

'2 Application ofa basic Ncoplatonic principle, mévra év meow, &AN' olxeiws Ty Exceo TOU 


obei¢, going back at least to Numenius (fr. 41 DP). Found in Plorinus, Enn, IV, 9.5, Por- 
phyry, Sent. 10, lamblichus, In Pkileb. fr. 5 Dillon, and Proclus, ET, prop. 103, etc. 
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(iv) Allegorical Interpretation of the Characters 


If we should be required to give a likely analogy for the characters 
involved, it seems to me that Parmenides himself should be ranked as 
an analogue to the unparticipated and divine Intellect which is united to 
Real Being in respect of its intellection, or perhaps to Being itself, 
which was his special concern and which he declared to be one. Zeno 
is an analoguc to the Intellect which is participated in by the divine 
Soul, filled with all the intellectual Forms which he has received into his 
essence from the immaterial and unparticipated Intellect; this is why he 
too strives to “snatch himself away” (Chald. Or. fr. 3.1) from plurality 
towards the One Being, imitating the Intellect above him, to which he 
refers his own perfecting. Or, if you wish, we may liken him to Life, 1 
mean Life that is immediately subsequent to Being, for he delights in 
assembling contradictions and arguing both for and against a thesis, 
just as the Life that comes after Being is the first to furnish an expres- 
sion of contraries, of rest and motion together. And Socrates could be 
compared to the particular intellect, or absolutely to Intellect, whereas 
of the other two, the former (Parmenides) is ranked analogically with 
Being, the latter (Zeno) with Life. This is why he is associated so 
closely with Parmenides and Zeno, and together with them makcs up 
the first conversation, which we said bears the likencss of genuine 
being, as Intellect is itself the fullness of indivisible being. Socrates is 
also portrayed as especially confident of the theory of Idcas; and what 
other role is more fitting for the particular intellect than to see the di- 
vine Forms and declare them to others? So these three personages scem 
to mc to satisfy the analogy, the first to Being, the second to Life, the 
third to Intellect; or the first to complete and unparticipated intellect, 
the second to intellect that is participated, the third to the individual 
and participated intellect. Indivisible nature stops with these grades of 
being; for intellect is cither universal and unparticipated, or universal 
and participated, or particular and participated. For there is no intellect 
that is particular and unparticipated. 

Of the three narrators of the conversation, Pythodorus is analogous 
to the divine Soul, for he is present at the original mecting and is filled 
with blessed words (logof), just as the divine Soul is filled with intellec- 
tual forms (for the divine Soul, as Plato tells us in the Phaedrus (247a) 
goes up to ‘‘banquet and festival” in the train of great Zeus); but he isa 
silent member of the group, for that kind of discussion belongs to 
beings with indivisible nature. But he might also be likened to the an- 
gelic order, as being the first to expound the whole theory of those di- 
vine beings. Antiphon resembles the daemonic soul, which lays hold 
of nature and spurs it to action; hence he wants to be a horseman, as the 
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daemonic soul wants to guide and Icad according to its will the irra- 
tional steed. But he is filled with words (logoi) from Pythodorus in the 
second conversation and with them he fills the men who have come 
from Clazomenae, since this kind of soul occupies a middle position, 
being filled from the higher powers and filling nature with its own 
forms. Cephalus and the philosophers from Clazomenae arc like indi- 
vidual souls which arc conversant with Nature; and they have a similar 
role in this work becausc the philosophers from Clazomenae arc them- 
selves students of Naturc. This interest in Nature is characteristic of the 
whole Ionian School as contrasted with the Italian; for the latrer was 
always striving to apprehend the being of intelligibles, in which" it 
saw all other things causally, whereas the Ionian school occupied itself 
with Nature, i.c. with physical actions and cffects, and regarded this 
study as being the whole of philosophy. The Attic school, being mid- 
way between the two, corrected the Ionian philosophy and developed 
the views of the Italians. Thus Socrates in the Phaedo (98c) charges An- 
axagoras with making no use of Intellect and invoking airs and dispo- 
sitions and various other like things as causcs of natural events, and in 
the Sophist (217c) he invites the wise man from Elea to impart to him 
the philosophy cultivated there. But in those dialogucs, as I have said, 
he brings in both schools, keeping their rolcs distinct, whereas in this 
casc the plot involves bringing to Athens the men from Italy to impart 
to the Athenians their traditional doctrines, and bringing the men from 
Jonia, that they may share in the Italian teachings. Clazomenae is in 
Tonia and Elca in Italy. Just as all cvents in nature share in intelligibles 
through the mediation of the forms in souls, so this setting shows how 
the Italian philosophy was imparted to the Ionians; it brings them to 
Athens and through the Attic philosophers enables them to share in 
these esoteric doctrines. 


(v) The Subject of the Dialogue 


But we have said enough about the setting of the action—about the 
four conversations, the rank of the personages involved and their anal- 
ogy to the grades of things in the univcrse—to satisfy those with the 
desire and the ability to contemplate the realm of beings, cach in its 
proper place, from the perspective of the theory of Ideas. After these 
preliminaries there remains for us the necessity of finding the subject of 
the dialogue, and of seeing how all these elements are related to that 
single subject, as revealed by our argument. For all that we have said 


3 Reading &v 7 xai for xai év 7 of MSS. No help from Latin: ef umm erat qua (kai Ev qv 
n)- 
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was said by way of preface to the dialogue and from the perspective of 
the theory of Ideas, from which some of our predecessors, as I have 
said, have given it its title. For just as we must proceed upwards from 
sensible appearances to the intelligible causc, so we must ascend from 
the circumstances presupposed in this dialogue to the single purpose 
and the single end of the whole treatisc, and relate to this, so far as we 
can, the other dctails—the persons, the occasion, the setting—that we 
have previously considered on their own account. 


An exercise in logical method: aporetic 


Some of our contemporaries and predecessors have referred the pur- 
pose of this dialogue to logical exercise.'* In doing so they discount the 
title “About Ideas,”’ though it is very ancient, for thcy say it is relevant 
to only a small part of the dialogue, and to the aporctic, not the expos- 
itory part of it. There are some, then, who say the purpose of the dia- 
logue is argumentative (logikos)—as in the Theaetetus (152a), where 
Plato writes against Protagoras, quoting “man is the measure of all 
things” and showing that man is no more the measure of all things than 
a pig or a dog-faced baboon; and they disregard its theory of reality, 
seeing that the arguments from the implications of saying that the One 
is and those that follow from asserting that it is not are mutually de- 
structive. And of these interpreters ([ mean those who say the purpose 
is argumentative) some supposc that Plato wrote it against Zcno, to put 
to the test the working of his subtle new methods of argument on a 
more difficult theme, that of the intelligibles; for Zeno had been occu- 
pied with applying these techniques to the sense-world and showing 
the clash of antithetical arguments about sense-objects. 

For itis Plato’s custom, these interpreters say, when he writes a con- 
troversial dialogue to do it in one of three ways. Sometimes he com- 
poscs an imitation of what his rival has written, but carries the imita- 
tion to greater perfection by adding what his rival’s discourse omits. 
For instance in the Menexenus, which he composed in rivalry with Thu- 
cydides, the oration written for a public funeral has the same purpose 
as his rival’s, but in the arrangement of its main points, in its invention 
of supporting reasons, and in the clarity of its exposition, hc constructs 
a much nobler discourse than that of Thucydides. Sometimes he com- 
poses arguments counter to those of his rival, as he does hcre against 
Zeno. For while Zeno produced a rich and varied show of arguments 
aimed at catching out the partisans of the Many, and brought forth in 
his refutation not less than forty arguments revealing contradictions in 


* E.g. Albinus, who in the Isagoge (ch. 3) presents it as clenctic, while in Didaskalikos 


Se 6) he treats it as a logical exercise, thus falling under Proclus' second category (sce 
low). 
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their position,’> Plato himself, they say, in rivalry with this cnergetic 
opponent of plurality, produced this varied show of arguments with 
reference to the One, showing in the same way as he contradictions 
about the same subject. As Zcno refuted the many by showing that 
they arc both alike and unlike, the same and diffcrent, equal and une- 
qual, so in the same way Plato shows that the One is like and unlike, 
not like and not unlike, the same and not the same, different and not 
different, and so for all the other contradictory predicates, both affirm- 
ing and denying the contradictory propositions, and not, like Zeno, 
simply affirming them. In this way he exhibits a far more varied wealth 
of arguments than Zeno, who had so amazed the world that the Sillog- 
rapher called him ‘“‘double-tongued,” and in admiration of his ability 
spoke of “‘the great and unwearicd force of Zeno.”"!* [f he called Zeno 
double-tongued, what could he have called the man who increased 
many fold Zeno’s inventions in method? 

Thirdly, they say, Plato sometimes constructs a controversial piece 
by using both imitation and antithesis (the remaining alternative). 
Thus in his discourse against Lysias, the sophist (Phaedr. 243dff.), he 
takes for demonstration the same theme as Lysias, but instead of 
throwing his thoughts together pell-mell, as Lysias does, he introduces 
the logical order necessary to make the discourse like a living being; in- 
stead of beginning without method, he shows the scientific way of 
starting from definitions and procecding in his inquiry from qualities 
to essence; and instead of ornamenting the discourse with a multitude 
of phrases that mcan the same thing, he adds all sorts of color and va- 
riety of thought. All this shows how the sophist should have handled 
his discourse on behalf of the non-lover. And when Plato goes over to 
the contrary task and enters into competition with him in pleading for 
the lover, he leaves his competitor far behind. He uses definitions, di- 
visions, demonstrations, and every sort of means in his riva] discourse, 
going even beyond the customary bounds of exposition, so that by the 
grandcur of his words he overwhelms the leanness of his opponent’s 
style, and by attributing the difference to divine inspiration he conceals 
the cause from the ordinary hearer. 


An exercise in logical method: gymnastic 


Such are the contentions of this group of interpreters. But there are 
some”’ who say that the polemic alleged is inconsistent both with the 


‘8 On the vexed question of the “Forty Arguments” of Zeno, and Proclus’ knowledge 
of them, see General Introduction, sect. D. 

'6 Timon, Silloi, fr. 45D. 

'7 Perhaps Albinus again. among others. Cf. n. 14 above, Thrasyllus (ap. Diog. Laert. 
III, 58) classifies it as Aoyexds, but without indicating whether he regards it as destructive 
or constructive. 
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contents and with the persons in the dialogue. It is inconsistent with the 
contents because Zeno has the same purpose as Parmenides in confut- 
ing those who, while positing that there are pluralities of beings, have 
no conception of that unity in virtue of which the many are many and 
from which they derive their being and have this designation. It is as if 
someone, seeing the multiplicity of men and saying that they arc men, 
should overlook the onc Form, Man, through which thesc beings are 
men and are called such; for if he had noted this, he would have said 
that the men as men are not many but one, as being of the same spccics. 
And it is inconsistent with the persons, for it is most incongruous to 
describe Parmenides and Zeno as lover and beloved, one the teacher 
and the other a disciple trained by him, and then make the lover and 
teacher swim through such a sea of controversy with his beloved, the 
person whom he has trained. And it is also most discordant (as one can 
truly call it) to say that the one (Zeno) had prepared the book he wrote 
as an aid to Parmenides’ doctrine, while the other (Plato) is arguing 
against this aid that Zeno had given by working out these numcrous 
arguments. 

Although discounting, then, the interpretation of the dialogue as po- 
lemic, some say that its purpose is logical exercise. For there are three 
main parts, speaking generally, of the dialogue, as these interpreters 
analyse it: one part puts forward the difficulties in the doctrine of Ideas, 
another contains a concise statement of the method in which it is 
thought lovers of truth must practise themselves, and the third works 
out an example of this same method as applied to the Onc of Parmen- 
ides. All these parts have one end, to afford practice in the exercise of 
logical disputation. For the first shows that such a study is necessary, 
by demonstrating that for those who turn to the study of being without 
having mastered it, even truc hypotheses are overturned, since Socra- 
tes, through his lack of practice in this method, is presented as helpless 
to defend the theory of Ideas, and that, although he has a “divine im- 
pulse,” as Parmenides says (135d), and the hypothesis is of the truest. 

.8 And the third part is nothing else but an example, as is plainly 
stated (137b), to illustrate how this method works so that we may be 
able to exercise ourselves in this way in all our inquiries. It does some- 
what the same thing as the example of division in the Sophist (221b); as 
the Sophist makes known the method of division by using it to find the 
definition of.angler, so here dialectic is explained by applying it to the 
One of Parmenides. From all this they conclude that dialectic is the aim 


'8 There appears to be a lacuna here, containing Proclus’ remarks on the second part of 
the dialogue. These are summarised below, at 635.24-25, in the phrase, ‘another serves 
to clarify its gencral rules,” referring to the bridge-passage 135b3-137c3, the subject of 
Book V of the Commentary. 
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of the dialogue throughout. They say it differs, however, from the 
method in Aristotle’s Topics,'? in that the latter divides problems into 
four kinds and devises methods of attack for each kind, even though 
Theophrastus condenses this fourfold division and restates the method, 
dealing with two species of problems, one concerned with definition, 
the other with accident, counting problems about genus with those 
concerned with definition, and problems about property with those 
about accident. But the method described here is a brilliant invention 
for examining any problem in a varicty of ways and bringing the truth 
to light, since possible conclusions follow as necessary consequences 
from possible premises, and impossible from impossible. So that a 
method of this sort does not fall outside the compass of philosophy, as 
does the method of the Topics, which is suitable for those who are seck- 
ing only probable conclusions, but it contributes to the quest for truth 
itself; nor on the other hand does it allow us to speculate about any 
more esoteric doctrine beyond itself, seeing that one part of the dia- 
logue shows dialectic to be necessary, another serves to clarify its gen- 
eral rules, and another illuminates the working of the method itself 
through these rules. These are the objections brought by interpreters 
who agree that the purpose of the dialoguc is logical, but discount as 
implausible the views of those who look for an explanation in personal, 
references. 


Metaphysical: A study of Being 


Some say, however, that the intent of the dialogue is directed to- 
wards matters of substance, and that the logical exercise is introduced 
for the sake of these substantive questions, although these interpreters 
do not import the more recondite doctrines to explain the method. 
Some of them have said that the inquiry is about Being:”° Plato pro- 
poses to confirm through the agency of these persons themselves how 
they asserted Being to be one, and by mcans of the methods they were 
accustomed to use, Zeno vigorously criticising the many and Parmen- 
ides expounding the Onc Being; for cathartic discourses must precede 
perfective ones. They say that Plato himself lauds Parmenides and tes- 
tifies of the arguments here that they have a most noble depth in them. 
Ac least in the Theaetetus (183e) Socrates says that when he was very 
young he met Parmenides, then quite an old man, and heard him phi- 
losophizing about Being—not logical gymnastics, but profound con- 


Topics |, 4.101b11f6., where Aristotle makes a division into “property, definition, 
genus and accident.” Theophrastus. perhapsin his Topics, reduces these to Definition and 
Accident. Cf. A. Graeser, Die logischen Fragmente des Theophrast, Berlin 1973, pp. 107- 
111. 

» Possibly Origen the Platonist. See Intro. to Book 1, p. 8. 
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ceptions—and he fears that they will not understand his words and will 
fail completely to grasp what he means. By all this he shows that the 
purpose of the inquiry now under way is an important one, and that 
the method introduced serves that important purpose and is under- 
stood as a necessary preliminary to the inquiry about Being, and that 
the difficulties connected with the Ideas arc additional incitements to us 
to apprehend the One Being, for the plurality of Ideas has its founda- 
tion in the One Being, as the corresponding number does in its monad. 
Consequently, if we analyze the dialogue and range in order its various 
segments, we would say that what is most aimed at is its final end, viz. 
to expound the truth about Being in the Parmemnidean sense. And since 
this had to be established by the usc of these visitors’ favourite method, 
the method of logical gymnastics, it was necessary beforehand to un- 
derstand what this method is and by what rules it proceeds. And since 
the method could not otherwise be introduced than by showing the 
need for it, and this in turn could not be shown except by impressing 
upon those who embark on the study of things without it the unavoid- 
able difficulties involved in their opinions—for this reason the dis- 
cussion of the doctrine of Ideas is taken up first, together with the 
difficulties whose consideration, by the use of the method, would in- 
troduce the discussion of the knowledge we were wanting, viz. the 
knowledge of Being as Parmenides conceived it. 

Nowhere do we find Plato producing a work which is principally a 
study of method; but rather we find him employing different methods 
at different times according to what each subject requires, and always 
adopting his method for the sake of the object of his inquiry. Thus in 
the Sophist he brings in the method of Division not in order to teach his 
hearers Division (though this is an incidental result), but in order to 
catch and bind the many-hcaded sophist. This procedure is in accord- 
ance with the nature of things, for it is nature’s way to adopt means for 
the sake of ends, not ends for the sake of the means necessary to bring 
them about. A method is a necessary mcans when we want to exercise 
it in gaining knowledge of things, but not worthy of carnest attention 
for its own sake. An attentive look at the arrangement of the set of hy- 
potheses would clearly confirm that Plato did not introducc the theory 
of being for the sake of the gymnastic method that is proposed before 
it. For that method requires that we posit both the existence and the 
non-existence of our subject, then consider what follows and what 
does not follow for the subject, whether posited as existing or not ex- 
isting, both in relation to itself and in relation to other things, and for 
the other things likewise both in relation to themsclves and in relation 
to the subject of the hypothesis. But in developing the hypotheses he 
does not always follow the patterns of his method, but omits some and 
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alters others. Yet if he introduced the doctrine of One Being as an ex- 
ample of the method, would it not have been ridiculous not to follow 
the method and handle his example according to its announced rules, 
and say at every stage what inferences do not follow? As we make our 
way through the so-called hypotheses we shall see that he does not al- 
together follow his method as he goes through them, but takes away 
some, adds others, and alters still others. 


Metaphysical: A study of all things which derive from the One 


What has been said should convince us that we ought not to say the 
aim of the dialogue is logical exercise; we must look for a substantive 
theme. Some interpreters contend, as we have said, that the theme is 
Being, and they cite the declaration of Parmenides at the beginning that 
he will take for argument his own One, and this is, they say, Being. 
Such is the common interpretation of Parmenides’ doctrine; and the 
Stranger in the Sophist (245a) makes this clear, they say, when he criti- 
cizes Parmenides as not meaning the genuine One when he speaks of 
Being. Others,?! agreeing with them in supposing that the aim of the 
dialogue is metaphysical, say that we should regard him as examining 
not merely the One Being, as the others affirm, but all things that get 
their reality from the One. Indeed, although the hypotheses do actually 
take their departure from Parmenides’ One, which is identical with the 
One Being of the dialogue, yet as they proceed from this point they 
sometimes fix upon the notion of'One apart from Being and develop 
the implications of genuine unity, purged of all plurality and therefore 
as transcending Being and repudiating that predicate. At other times 
the hypotheses apply to both One and Being alike and bring into view 
the whole intellectual cosmos, containing both Being, in its genuine 
sense, and the One, self-sufficiently participating in Being. Then again, 
taking being and attaching to it alone essential oneness, they show 
there is a Nature that exists through the One but is third in rank from 
the genuine One. Then, shifting to the examination of what is other 
than the Onc,?" they show that these things by participating in the 
One posit all other things along with themselves, and by not partici- 
pating in it are deprived of all qualities. Since all these results cannot 
be applied to the One Being, they conclude with plausibility that the 
discussion is not only about it but about all things from the primary 
cause down to the lowest, in which there is privation of all things. 
(These are thus likened to the primary cause by dissimilarity,” for that 


2) Perhaps a group comprising Plotinus, Porphyry, and lamblichus. Sce Intro. ta 
Book I, p- xx. 

29 Reading ‘rar &AAwy" rod évds, with the Latin of Mocrbekc. 

2 On a&vdpores 6padrys, cf. PT I, 12, p. 57.20 S-W, and the note on p. 144. Also be- 
low 695.6-7. 
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which is deprived of all qualities by its non-participation in the One is 
ina sense like that which transcends all things but its non-participation 
in Being.) Or can we reconcile with the One Being things that are so 
at odds with one anothcr? For if the hypothesis is true—i.c. that the 
One Being is—and expresses exactly what Parmenides meant then, 
and he proves that the consequences arc necessary consequences of the 
true hypothesis, according to him everything demonstrated from the 
hypothesis that the Onc Being is would be true; so that all negative and 
all positive consequences would be truly affirmed of the same thing, 
the Once Being, and this is of all things the most impossible. And if all 
the consequences of positing that the One Being is not arc in any way 
true (i.e. valid), they also will be predicates of the One Being. Not to 
mention that, as the argument shows, all the properties uniquely pred- 
icated of the Onc cannot belong to this same thing, i.c. the One Being. 
For how can the One Being be infinite plurality when the One itself, 
according to him—I mean Parmenides—repudiates infinity in num- 
ber? How can there even be infinite number, the very thing he is always 
so eager to unify that he appcars to eliminate every plurality of beings? 
How can the eternal participate in time? For such is the One Being 
according to Parmenides, which, as he says “remains in the same state” 
(fr. 8.29 D-K). 

Hence, if our remarks are true, we clearly cannot say that the pur- 
pose is to inquire simply about Being in the Parmcnidean sense (for not 
all that he affirms, and still Icss all that he denies, as well as everything 
that he both affirms and denics, is consistent with this interpretation), 
but about all beings, some of which will accept the affirmations and 
the denials. So that it was both reasonable and accurate for Parmenides 
to say that he would start from his own doctrine of the One (137b); for 
he did make this his point of departure, but in revealing its consc- 
quenccs he set forth the whole nature of beings. Suppose somcone 
wished to apply the same procedure to the soul, saying that he was 
going to start from the One Soul (i.e. the primary soul), and then from 
this hypothesis showcd the plurality of souls and all things that partic- 
ipate in them: we should not say that though he began with the One 
Soul he was discoursing about that alone, but both about that hypoth- 
esis and all the consequences that follow from it. In general, when any- 
one lays down an hypothesis, the hypothesis has the status of a start- 
ing-point; but the inquiry is not about it but about its conscquences, 
according as it remains fixed or is modified. 


Metaphysical: Doctrine of Syrianus 


These are the differences of opinion among the ancients with respect 
to the purpose of the Parmenides. Now we must say what our master 
has added to their interpretations. He agrees with those of our prede- 
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cessors who thought the aim of the dialogue is metaphysics, and dis- 
misses the idea that it is a polemic as implausible. That Zeno should ask 
Parmenides to practise his method before the company and that Par- 
menides in exhibiting it should defend himself against the treatise of 
Zeno is altogether incredible in the light of what has been said; and to 
make its purpose an exposition of method is as silly as the idea that it is 
a polemic. For if he had to have an example in order to make his 
method clear, he would have taken some other readily available topic 
as an illustration, instead of making the most august of all his doctrines 
incidental to the teaching of method, though he considered this 
method appropriate only to young men. To understand that august 
doctrine requires the intellect of an older man, and indecd an intellect 
more than human, as he says in his poem, and rather that of a nymph, 
Hypsipyle.” 

Considering such to be the dialogue’s purpose, our master denied 
that it was about Being, or about real beings alone; he admitted that it 
was about all things, but insisted on adding “in so far as all things are 
the offspring of onc cause and are dependent on this universal cause,” 
and indecd, if we may express our own opinion, in so far as all things 
are deified; for each thing, even the lowest grade of being you could 
mention, becomes god by participating in unity according to its rank. 
For if God and One are the same because there is nothing greater than 
God and nothing greater than the One, then to be unified is the same as 
to be deified. Just as, if the Sun and God were the same, to be illumined 
would be the same as to be deified; for the One gives unity, the Sun 
light. So, as Timacus docs not simply inquire about nature in the usual 
manner of the natural scientist. but in so far as all things get their 
cosmic ordering from the one Demiurge, so also Parmenides, we may 
say, in conducting an inquiry about beings, is himself examining these 
beings in so far as they are derived from the One. 

Now this One, we may say, exists otherwise in the gods than in the 
beings that come after the gods; in the one case, it is self-sufficient, not 
like something existing in a substratum (for every god is god by virtue 
of the One, though the supreme God is one purely and simply, having 
no multiple aspect, while cach of the others is more than unity, one 
thing because it has these entities dependent on it, another those; the 
beings that are ncarer the pure One are fewer in number, those further 
away are more numerous, just as those nearer have a nature more akin 
to it and those further away arc less akin; addition and plurality come 


33 Jr is not quite clear from Proclus’ phraseology, ‘viudns Ywuridns sds,” whether 
he is giving this as the name for Parmenides’ divine guide in his Poem. The goddess’s 
name is not elsewhere mentioned. 

4 Reading mpdadeow for mpodscer. 
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about because of their descent in the scale of being). So in the former 
case the One truly is, while in the latter case it exists as a character in 
something. For every form, every soul, every body participates in 
some unity, but this unity is no longer a god, although, if I may say so, 
it is an image of god, a divine secd—as form is a likencss of Being, 
knowledge a likencss of Intellect, even in the lowest of things, and as 
self-motion is an image of Soul. Then just as every self-moving thing 
is Soul, or ensouled; as every knowing thing is Intellect, or possessed 
by Intellect; as cvery form is either cssence, or possessed by Essence, so 
every unity is cither a god, or possessed by God. Hence Timaeus traces 
all things back to the Demiurge, Parmenides traces them to the One, 
and there is an analogous relation between the Demiurge and the con- 
tents of the cosmos, and the Onc and all things whatsoever, (the Dem- 
iurge being a kind of one)? but not One in the absolute sense; for he is 
a god, not God, and the god that is the One is not a god, but God sim- 
ply. So the Demiurge is a god, since demiurgy is a property of a god, 
and there arc other divine properties that are not demiurgic. 

As there is this analogy between the dialogues in respect of their pur- 
poses, so thcy agree in the temporal settings of the actions they portray. 
One presupposes the Lesser Panathenaea, the other the Greater, as I 
said before;?* and in the latter the Athenians would carry the peplos of 
the goddess that pictured her victory over the giants. As a background 
for the presentation of the unity pervading all things, this scene of the 
giants is highly appropriate. For Athena is said to prevail over the 
giants by bringing knowledge and unity to the divisible and material 
regions of her administration, making the intelligent clements prevail 
over the irrational, the immaterial over the material, and the unified 
over the pluralized. This peplos, then, was the symbol of the power of 
Athena transcendent over cosmic things, by virtue of which she is one 
with her father and with him overcomes the giants. And the so-called 
Lesser Panathenaca exalted her rank in the cosmos, making it coordi- 
nate with the period of the Moon;”’ for which reason it seems fitting to 
a dialogue revealing to us the whole of the cosmic genesis. 

The time is thus in agrcement with the purpose of the Parmenides; and 
this conversation which Cephalos narrates, being the fourth from the 
original one (whoever his audience may be), is in harmony with the 
procession of all things from the One down to the last. For the things 
that proceed from that source are either hcnads, which have their real- 
ity immediately from the One, or essences that proceed from the Onc 
through these henads, or intetmediates between these essences and the 

% Accepting T. Taylor’s supplement for a lacuna in the MSS. 
> Above, 618. 24ff. Cousin. But cf. also In Tim. I. 84. 12fF. 
2 CE. In Tim. U, 289. 10ff. 
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generations produced by them (and before them by thc henads and the 
One), or the generated beings that proceed from all the foregoing. If, 
thercfore, the procession of all the beings that are in diminishing de- 
grces of perfection and likeness to the supreme goal ends at the fourth 
stage of descent, is not this account of the descent of all things from the 
One, being fourth, in perfect agreement with the theory presupposed 
in the dialogue? And if in generated beings there exists a formless re- 
ceptive capacity, the persons who receive the words uttered in this 
fourth account would bear a likeness to this capacity, being themselves 
nameless in accordance with their analogy to the indcterminate; for a 
namc is the sign of a form. We could summarize all this by saying that 
every existence is cither essence or generation, or neither essence nor 
gencration; and in the last case is cither prior to essence and gencration, 
or subsequent to them; for all the material element is neither of the two 
and resembles (unresemblingly, as they say)** the beings that arc prior 
to generation and cssence. 


(vi) Style of the Dialogue 


We must remark further that the style of the dialogue is most appro- 
priate to the subject it treats of and to its method of inquiry. Its subjects 
are divine beings that have their foundation in the simplicity of the 
One, who fervently rejoice in “unadorned beauty” (as one of the ex- 
perts in divine matters says)?’ and extend it to those capable of looking 
at the divine. The method proceeds by using the most exacting capac- 
ities of reason, careless of adornment, abjuring al] artifices extrinsic to 
its subject, and intent only on finding with accuracy the objects it is 
looking for and tying them fast by geomctrical necessity. So that to 
both the subject and the method its form is well and nicely adapted; the 
leanness ofits style befits its dialectical procedurc, and its naturalness and 
lack of exaggeration and adornment go with the divine matters it ex- 
pounds. So that any trace of Socratic charm, or of any middle style of 
discourse appropriate to median forms of life, or any rich and elevated 
invention suited to and arising from the fancy of divinely possessed en- 


8 Cf. n, 22 above. 

» “Axaddemuaros evpopdia. Onc would assume the authority to be either Orpheus or 
the Oracles. but the phrase cannot be fitted into an hexameter as it stands, so it may come 
from some prose work, perhaps of lamblichus. Philo of Alexandria is the first recorded 
author to usc both of these words, but he docs not use them together. Origen the Platon- 
ist is credited at Jn Tim. L, 86.254. with talking of the dxadA@rusros miBavdrns of Plato's 
style in the Tinaeus, for what that is worth. The reading of one MS. (the Harleianensis), 
épopdia, is a possibility, but it is not confirmed by the Latin, so is more likely to be a 
conjecture. 
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thusiasts—all this is naturally alicn to the style adopted here and noth- 
ing of that sort should be expected in this dialogue. 

For my part, while I admire those who have allied themselves to the 
critical acumen of their predecessors, which has led them to applaud 
the entire type of diction of this dialogue, which in its sparseness mar- 
vellously preserves the character of truc Being, which adequately min- 
gles fullness with restraint and weaves harmoniously together intensity 
with precision, still more do I admire those who in their instructions 
regarding the correct mode of theological discourse have pointed out 
that many parts of the Sophist arc phrased in this way and that the 
whole of the Parmenides falls into this class. Except that to what they 
have said this much should be added: when we say this style befits the- 
ology, we do not mean that it alone is suitable for discussing divine 
matters, but that these terms and this style are especially adapted to 
teaching divine truth dialectically, as is done in a discourse of this na- 
ture. Divine truth can be expounded in a variety of ways.* The pocts 
under the inspiration of Phoebus will use a richer style, filled with 
terms from mythology; others, abstaining from dramatic or mythical 
garb but otherwise speaking in inspired language, will express them- 
selves in an elevated style and priestly terms; others aim at presenting 
divine matters through images, using mathematical terms, those used 
either in arithmetic or in geometry. 

Quite different from all these is the exposition through dialectical 
terms, a method especially suitable for members of the Eleatic School, 
even as of the former, the onc is specifically Pythagorean, as Philolaus 
reveals® in his use of numbers to expound the existence and the ge- 
nealogy of the gods, while another is the priestly style, which gives the 
names of the gods according to the secret doctrines of their sect, such 
as those current among the Assyrians*—Zonai and Azonoi, Pégai, 
Ameiliktoi, Synocheis—for interpreting the divine hicrarchy; and yet 
another is the Orphic style, characteristic of Hellenic theology, which 
assigns the names Cronos, Zeus, Ouranos, Nyx, Cyclopes, and He- 
katoncheirs to the highest principles of the world. But instead of all these 
the dialectical exegesis of the divinc employs, as I said, such dialectical 


» This sounds like a backhanded compliment to Porphyry; those with whom he is 
contrasted just below would then be lamblichus and Synanus. Cf. the discussion of the 
a of the Timaeus at In Tim. 1, 7.17-18, 29, and the remarks about Longinus ibid. 86, 19- 

5. 

"Cf PTI, 4, where the various modes of theological discourse found in Plato are set 
out, and Saffrey and Westerink’s notes, p. 136. 

* Probably in his Peri Physios. Cf. frs. 44B1-16 D-K. 

® Le. the Chaldacan Oracles. Again, thisis possibly lamblichus, the previous category 
referring to Porphyry, and the following (Orphic) to Syrianus (cf. Hermeias, In Phaedr. 
148.176. Couvreur, presenting Syrianus’ exegesis). 
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terms as One and Being, whole and parts, same and other, like and un- 
like—the terms with which dialectic mostly operates and here uses for 
interpreting divine things. This, therefore, is the kind of discourse that 
Parmenides follows here, a style appropriate to such terms as these and 
taken from ordinary speech, not grandiloquent but restrained, not 
overly contrived but natural. 


(vii) Parmcnidean Dialectic and Platonic Dialectic 


So much we had to say regarding the expository style of the dia- 
logue. But since I have heard many interpreters of Plato’s doctrine at- 
tempt to distinguish the method that Parmenides presents here from 
the dialectical method so highly prized by Plato, I think it desirable to 
state my opinions on this point. According to some, there are three 
statements made by Parmenides himself that show this method is dif- 
ferent from Plato’s. Socrates says in the Republic (VII, 537c-539d) that 
dialectic ought not to be given to young men, lest they acquire a bent 
towards lawlessness through using their skill in argument to upset the 
unperverted™ concepts in us; but Parmenides urges Socrates, a young 
man, to use this method and exhorts him to do so for this reason es- 
pecially, that he is young; for he says, the cultivation of this method is 
appropriate for the young, yet Plato’s legislation excludes them from 
dialectic. Secondly, this method is called by Parmenides an exercise, 
which implies that it uses arguments both for and against a thesis, like 
Aristotle’s dialectic, which Aristotle in teaching it says contributes to 
logical exercise. But Plato’s dialectic is described in the dialogues as 
leading to the highest and purest stagc of knowledge and insight, since 
its activity is based on intelligible Forms, through which it advances to 
the very first member of the intelligible world, paying no attention to 
human opinion but using irrefutable knowledge at every step. A third 
point, in addition to these two, is that the method of reasoning here is 
explicitly called “babbling” (135d5) by Parmenides himsclf, whereas 
dialectic is called by Socrates “‘the capstone of knowledge”’ (Rep. VII, 
534e) and indeed is said by the Elcatic Stranger to be suitable only for 
genuine philosophers (Soph. 253c); and clearly we would not venture 
to rank among the babblers those who are striving to apprchend being. 

So say those who think that this method is different from dialectic. 
And indeed Socrates never appears to have adopted it in his own phi- 
losophy, although as a young man he practised it on the advice of Par- 
menides; but he is always using dialectic, following it by preference on 

Reading ddorpébur for eiSiarrpidwv of MSS (West.). The latter word would 


make some sense, but it is otherwise unattested, while &deaorpopos has a well-known 
technical sense in this context. 
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all occasions, and saying that he would “‘follow in his footsteps as if he 
were a god’’ any man who is able to divide one into many and collect 
many into one. For this is the real function of dialectic, he says in the 
Phaedrus (266b)—not, as the method here prescribes, to make an hy- 
pothesis and discover what follows from affirming it and from denying 
it, nor to find hypotheses for hypotheses and the positive and negative 
implications of their consequences. But why speak of Socrates and ar- 
gue that what he describes as appropriate to the dialectician is quite dif- 
ferent from the method that Parmenides presents in this dialogue? 
Even the Eleatic wise man, though himself a member of the group 
around Parmenides and Zeno, nevertheless, when expounding the 
procedure of dialectic in the Sophist—sce what he says (253c): “He then 
who is capable of this’—he means capable of not mistaking the same 
kind to be other or the other the same—“perceives distinctly a single 
idea pervading many, cach of them posited as distinct, and many ideas 
different from one another included under one embracing idea, and 
again a single idea pervading many others but united into one, and 
many ideas altogether distinct in every way.” Can he be saying here 
that the dialectician’s task is to make his way through such hypotheses 
as Parmenides’ method goes through? To hunt for the consequences, 
positive and negative, both for itself and for other things, of affirming 
a hypothesis and the corresponding consequences of denying? And yet 
the four parts in the above statement arc consonant with the two as-~ 
pects of dialectic mentioned in the Phaedrus. Onc of them was to divide 
the one into many; this is the property of diaeresis, to separate a genus 
into its species. The genus is the “single idea” spread through many 
separate things and existing in each of them; for the genus is not an as~ 
semblage of species, like a whole of parts, but is present in each of the 
species as existing before them and participated in both by cach of the 
separate species and by the genus itself. The species are the many ideas 
different from one another but comprehended by onc single embracing 
idea, which is the genus; though it is outside them, as transcending the 
species, yet it contains the causes of the species; for to all those who 
posit Ideas, real genera are thought to be both older and more essential 
than the species ranged under them; the realities existing prior to spe- 
cies are not identical with the characters that exist in the species by par- 
ticipation. Thus we sce that to distinguish between thesc two kinds is 
the task of the diaeretic part of dialectic; the distinction between the re- 
maining two belongs to the definitional aspect. This art (1) perceives a 
single unified idea pervading many wholes—collecting the many ideas, 
each of which is a whole, into a single definition, weaving them to- 


* Od. 5.193, quoted at Phaedr. 266b. 
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gether, and from all these apprehended wholes bringing about a single 
idea by grasping the many as one; and further (2) it looks upon the 
many ideas it has collected as distinct both from one another and from 
the whole which arises from them. This is what we should expect; for 
how could it make one out of many if it had not previously seen the 
many as separate from one anothcr? 

Since Parmenides makes no mention of such functions of dialectic 
when outlining to us his method of hypotheses, and since Socrates al- 
most everywhere hotly pursucs them but docs not mention the method 
of Parmenides, how could onc accept the vicw that they arc the same 
as cach other? 

The answer is, to begin with, that the first point mentioned (that 
Parmenides recommends his method to the young, and Socrates for- 
bids young men to practise his) is not sufficient to differentiate them; 
to give advice in a personal instance is not the same as to formulate a 
gencral rule. The latter envisages a varicty of unruly naturcs and in 
view of them necessarily puts the gencral requirements of what is 
proper ahead of advice to individuals; for the legislator is giving guid- 
ancc not to one man, but to many, and therefore considers not what is 
fitting for the best of natures, but what is incumbent alike upon the 
best, the middling, and the worst; so that he takes cognisance of re- 
versals of fortune and takes care not to prescribe what would injure any 
of the persons whom hc is educating. Even if he selects to the greatest 
extent possible the class of superior individuals, he knows that even in 
them there is a great deal of irregularity, as is to be expected in human 
beings. But if he is advising an individual on his occupation, he looks 
at the special character of the man whom he is counselling, especially if 
he is himself such a man as to be able to discern the fitness of the recip- 
ient to receive his advice, and in this case he advises him to select or 
ignore some particular of his occupation. Hence this manner of legis- 
lation regarding dialectic was appropriate to be given to Socrates; and 
it also goes with the character of Parmenides, who was looking only at 
the divine impulse towards philosophy which, as he says (130b1), he 
observed in Socrates and knew that no damage would be done to any 
youth who practised this method if he had a character like that of Soc- 
rates. Socrates himself, after all, if he knew that al] the natures for 
whom he was giving advice were of the highest type, would not have 
hesitated to give his dialectic to young mcn, knowing they would get 
no harm from it nor suffer any of the consequences which led to bis 
withholding it from all for fear that some, whose bent for such dialectic 
he was not sure of, would be injured. In general we observe that all leg- 
islation is aimed at what is usual, not at the rare occurrences; it consid- 
ers the general nature of the kind, not the particular individual, 


42 


653 


COMMENTARY 


whether it be laws about the gods to be honoured, or the studies and 
occupations to be chosen, or the selection of dutics to be observed. 
These prescriptions are not necessarily incumbent on those who fall 
outside the legislation, i.c. who are endowed with a different nature 
higher than the common. So that there is no reason why Socrates and 
Parmenides, in laying down prescriptions about onc and the same oc- 
cupation, should not say different things about its use and both be 
speaking truly, the one having in mind the common human nature, the 
other the individual. 

Nor is it truc that when Parmenides calls his method an “exercise” 
he is using a different term from those that Socrates uscs. This is cvi- 
dent to any one who has followed carefully the laws that Socrates lays 
down for dialectic. He says that his young citizens who have gone 
through the studies prescribed in mathematics must exercise them- 
sclyes (this is the expression he uses, Rep. VII, 526b) in dialectic, and 
appoints a definite limit of time for such exercise. Either, then, his di- 
alectic must be regarded as identical with the exercise on probable 
premises (endoxa), or it cannot be reduccd to dialectic merely because 
of the word exercise, although Parmenides declares that his “exercises” 
will ‘“‘with difficulty” enable one to see the truth—which is not the 
purpose of the arguments in the so-called Topics. 

Why then did both these men call the primary use of this method ‘ex- 
ercise’? I shall tell you. This method of trying to attain genuine knowl- 
edge, looked at as a whole, contains three sorts of activities. One, 
which is suitable for young men, is useful for awakening the reason 
that is, as it were, asleep in them and provoking it to inquire into itself. 
This is actually an cxercise in training the eye of the soul for seeing its 
objects and for taking posscssion of its essential ideas by confronting 
them with their contradictories. It explores not only the path that leads, 
as we may say, in a straight linc towards the truth, but also the bypaths 
that lie alongside it, trying them also to see if they reveal anything 
trustworthy; and thus it brings all the soul’s varied conceptions to the 
test. In another form of its activity dialectic places the mind at the out- 
set in the region of thought wherc it is most at home, looking at truth 
itself, ‘sitting on a sacred pedestal” (Phaedr. 254b), which Socrates says 
unfolds before the mind the whole intelligible world, making its way 
from Form to Form until it reaches the very first Form of all, some- 
times using analysis, sometimes definition, now demonstrating, now 
dividing, both moving downwards from above and upwards from be- 
low until, having examined in every way the whole nature of the in- 


% Reading (ob«) éo7 7ék0s, with Latin translation. Proclus’ whole purpose is to dif- 
ferentiate the Parmenidean method from the Aristotelian. 


43 


654 


655 


BOOKI 


telligible, ic climbs aloft to that which is beyond all being. When it has 
safely anchored the soul there, it has reached its goal and there will no 
longer be anything greater to be desired. You could say these are the 
functions of dialectic spoken of in the Phaedrus and in the Sophist, the 
former dividing dialectical procedures into two, the latter into four 
parts; and this is why the method is referred to the genuine philoso- 
pher, who no longer has need of mental gymnastics but nourishes the 
reason in his soul on pure cognitions. There is another and third kind 
of dialectic, that which is ‘tentative’ in the proper sense, which purges 
of “double ignorance” when directed against men falsely confident of 
their opinions. The Sophist also speaks of this kind of dialectic (231a); 
for as the philosopher is compelled to use refutation as a method of ca- 
tharsis on men obsessed by their conceit of wisdom, so also the sophist, 
when engaged in refutation, was thought to assume the guise of the 
philosopher, like a wolf pretending to be a dog, as the dialoguc puts it. 
For he who truly refutes another and not merely appcars to do so, since 
he is truly a purger of false opinion, is a philosopher; for how could one 
purge another’s soul if his own is unpurged? 

Of these three kinds of dialectical activity—arguing on both sides, 
expounding truth, and exposing error—it is the first alone that is called 
gymnastics by our two philosophers. This is the method by which 
Socrates trains his young men, as for instance Theactetus, by examin- 
ing both sides of the question—e.g. whether what a man thinks is true 
for him or not, whether or not knowledge is perception—and then in 
turn cxamining the difficulties in true belicfs, or rapping them against 
one another and showing up any that give a hollow ring; or young 
Lysis, who is another of thesc, by enquiring: “What is a friend? Can 
only persons who arc alike be friends? Or is friendship a relation be- 
tween opposites? And is it the lover, or the beloved, who is a friend to 
the other?”—in this way constantly exposing him to the difficulties la- 
tent in his opinions. Such exercise is a good thing for young and am- 
bitious persons enamourcd of knowledge, to strengthen them against 
weariness in cnquiry and giving up through not having the initial. . .* 
since when he (sc. Socrates) is contending with sophists masquerading, 
as they always do, as experts and masters of wisdom, all the methods 
of dialectic are ready to his hand to show his adversaries where they 
contradict themselvcs, and since these dialectical methods are in some 
way cathartic of overweening self-opinion, his adversaries may even- 
tually, after being pounded from all sides, be brought to a recognition 


37 Reading retparmnx7 (West.) for mapacrarucy of MSS. A reference to Aristotle's use 
of the term, e.g. at Soph. El. 169b25, Met. 52.1004b625. 

38 There is a lacuna here, unnoticed by Cousin. When the text resumes, the subject is 
Socrates. 
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of their own false pretenses. Many examples of this kind of Socratic di- 
alectic are found in the Gorgias and the Protagoras and in other dialogues 
that attack the theses of the sophists, for example the arguments Soc- 
rates puts together in the Republic against the ingenious Thrasymachus. 

But obviously if the dialcctician is reasoning with himself, having to 
do with men who are ncither adversaries necding to be trounced nor 
pupils needing to be exercised, he employs the highest form of dialec- 
tic, that which reveals the truth in its purity. Thus Socrates in the 
Phaedo lays down certain hypotheses, deduces their consequences, and 
shows that the soul is incapable of receiving the opposite of the quality 
that it confers on that in which it is present, and after proving this, he 
once again demands that we examine whether the initial hypotheses 
themselves are truc, and he outlines certain rules of procedure agreeing 
with the method of the Parmenides: at each hypothesis you should look 
only at the consequences that follow from it, but make no defence of 
the hypothesis itself until you have adequately gone over its implica- 
tions; then give a rcason for the hypothesis itself, conducting your 
search in due order by assuming another hypothesis, the best of those 
above, until going upward step by step you come to “something ade- 
quate”—meaning by this obviously the unhypothetical principle, that 
which is, not by hypothesis but in fact, the first principle of what has 
been demonstrated. And when the Elcatic sage uscs diaeresis to make 
many out of onc and definition for getting one from many, he too is 
employing the highest form of dialectic, as if to show that he divides 
and defines by himself, as well as when reasoning in the presence of 
others. For in this dialogue he is not holding forth before unpractised 
novices—his hearers have alrcady becn exerciscd through arguments 
with Socrates, have been trained in mathematics, and thus been pre- 
pared for the theory of Being—nor before sophists hampered by their 
double ignorance and incapable of receiving scientific reasoning be- 
cause of their self-conceit. 

This, then, is why he callcd training in dialectic ““gymnastics.” That 
dialectic was commonly called “babbling” and those who practised it 
“babblers’’ hardly requires illustration, sceing that the comic pocts 
called Socrates a ‘‘bcggarly babbler” and gave the same name to all 
others who presumed to be dialecticians. 


I despise Socrates also, that beggarly babbler. 
Either Prodicus, or one or other of those babblers.’3? 
» The former of these quotations is from Eupolis (fr. 352 Kock), the latter from Aris- 
tophanes, Tagenistai (fr. 490 Kock). In both cases, Proclus is doubtless dependent on an 


intermediate source, perhaps an carlicr commentary on the Phaedo (70b). 
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This is why Parmenides does not simply call his method “babbling,” 
but adds “what the many call babbling.” Furthermore, Socrates him- 
self in the Phaedo implies that in his earlier life the name had been ap- 
plied to him in comedy (70b): “‘Now at least I don’t think any comic 
poet would say that I am babbling and talking about what does not 
concern me when, being about to go to dwell in Hades, I discourse 
about my transfer of residence thither.” And in the Theaetetus, when he 
has examined the Protagorean thesis from all sides and thinks he has 
proved the point at issuc, then it is that he prepares to raisc objections 
to what he has concluded. ‘‘A babbling man,” he says, “‘is surely a ter- 
rible thing”’ (195b). When Theaetetus asks the reason for this preamble, 
he replies, “Because I am about to dispute with myself.’ Clearly what 
he here calls babbling is this very characteristic of dialectic, the practice 
of raising difficulties, of turning the same propositions this way and 
that and not being able to leave them alone. In short, those who were 
derisively called babblers are those men who do not find it easy to stop 
going over the same arguments. 

It was, then, as I said, the multitude who gave this name to dialectic, 
and that is why Parmenides says it is what “the many”’ call the method 
he is going to expound. But if we look at the classification of arts in the 
Sophist (219b-225d) we shall find that even the Elcatic Stranger there 
puts dialectic under the rubric of babbling. He divides sciences into two 
classes, one creative, the other acquisitive; and of the latter, one part 
acquires by combat, the other by other means; and of the combative 
class onc part is competitive, the other pugnacious; and of pugnacious 
acquisition, one specics uses violent and bodily conflict, the other ver- 
bal controversy; and under this clearly we must place dialectic. For it is 
not creative, but acquisitive, like mathernatics, and acquisitive in no 
other way than through competition. And when the art of disputation 
is divided into the kind that makes long speeches and that which pro- 
ceeds privately by questions and answers, it is clear that dialectic would 
belong under the latter. This art of “antilogy,” as it is called here, is 
again divided into a species that is concerned with particulars of con- 
tracts and another that inquires into general principles that admit of 
controversy (as he says, about the just and the noble and their oppo- 
sites); and clearly dialectic will find its place here. He calls it eristic, not 
meaning that it is disreputable strife or antilogy, but indicating only its 
activity of controverting and raising objections. For there is a correct 
way of carrying on controversy, just as there is good and bad strife, if, 
as the poet says, there are two forms of strife (Hesiod WD 11): ‘‘There 
is, then, more than one species of strife.’” And so of eristic there is one 
species that makes money (this brings in our ingenious sophist) and an- 
other species that wastes money, which neglects private affairs for its 
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insatiable interest in discussion. Under this we shall obviously place the 
dialectician, for he clearly does not belong in the other class, since that 
is sophistry. And when he gives a name to this money-wasting eristic 
he says it can be called nothing else than babbling. If then Plato himself 
gives this name to dialectic, how can it be maintained that the method 
in the Parmenides differs from dialectic because it is called babbling, and 
dialectic cannot possibly deserve this appellation. 


(viii) The Significance of Plato’s Preludes 


But we have said morc than was necessary on this point. Let us re- 
turn to the project we have undertaken, with only this additional ob- 
servation. The ancient commentators have held varying opinions re-~ 
garding the preludes to Plato’s dialogues. Some have not condescended 
to examine them at all, saying that hearers who are genuinely interested 
in the doctrines must come with a previous knowledge of these prelim- 
inaries. Others do not take them as being irrclevant, but sce their use as 
being for the presentation of moral attitudes (kathékonta), and present 
their relevance to the central problems addrcssed in the dialogues on 
this basis. Others demand that the interpreter bring the matter of the 
prologue into relation with the nature of the dialogue’s subject.*° We 
agree with the last group and shall begin by showing how the subject 
of the dialogue relates to the matter in the introduction. Not that we 
shall neglect the moral stances represented in the dialoguc, but in 
studying any Platonic dialogue we must look especially at the matters 
that are its subject and see how the details of the prologue prefigure 
them. In this way we should show that each of them is perfectly 
worked out, a living being harmonious in all its parts, as Plato says in 
the Phaedrus (264c), and bring into harmony with this also what be- 
longs to the outlining of moral attitudes. When the prcludes are com- 
pletely irrelevant to what follows, as in the dialogues of Heraclides of 
Pontus and Theophrastus, it offends every critical ear.“! 


” From parallels in the Timaeus commentary (cf. In Tim. I, 87.6f€.), it is plain that lam- 
blichus is the protagonist of this last view, at least in its developed form. The second view 
is that of Porphyry, the first that of Middle Platonic commentators, such as Severus (cf. 
In Tim. |, 204. 16ff.). Porphyry’s tendency to refer the contents of the preludes to ta ka- 
thékonta is mentioned at In Tim. I, 19.24ff. 

“| For a discussion of the dialogues of these two, cf. Hirzel, Der Dialog, 1. pp. 321-331 
and 317. It sounds from this remark as if Proclus had access to them. 
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PARMENIDES 
or 


ABOUT IDEAS 


When we arrived in Athens from our home in Clazomenae, we encoun- 
tered Adeimantus and Glaucon in the agora. (126a) 


The philosophers of Italy, as I have often said, concerned themselves 
with the study of the really existent Forms and touched bur slightly on 
the study of the objects of opinion, while those in Ionia gave less atten- 
tion to studying the intelligible world but examined nature and na- 
ture’s works with great thoroughness. Socrates and Plato shared the 
interests of both groups, perfecting the lower philosophy, and ex- 
pounding the higher. This is clear from what Socrates says in the 
Phaedo (96aff.), that he had formerly been cnamoured of the study of 
nature, but later had advanced to Forms and the divine causes of things. 
This is precisely what Plato indicates, it seems to me, by the setting 
presupposcd for this dialogue, that in their philosophics he and Socra- 
tes took over the good elements from both groups and brought them 
together into one complete truth. What is remarkable here and thoi- 
oughly revelatory of the matters with which the dialogue is concerned, 
is that the men from Ionia present themselves at Athens to Icarn some- 
thing of the fuller doctrine, while the men at Athens have not corre- 
spondingly gone to Italy to get acquainted with Italian philosophy; 
rather it is the Italians who have come to Athens to impart their special 
teachings. This is also the case with reality itself, for those capable of 
observing it: the presence of the higher realities extends without hin- 
drance, through the middle orders, down to the lowest orders of being; 
the lowest are perfected through the middle; and the middle beings re- 
ceive the gift of the higher for transmission to the lowest and stimulate 
the lowest to move towards themselves to receive it, and so become a& 
it were the center and dynamic force between the two extremes, being 
filled from the more perfect and filling the inferior. 

Let us take Ionia then as a symbol of nature, Italy as a symbol of in- 
tellectual being, and Athens as the intermediary that provides a way up 
for the souls who are aroused to move from nature to Intellect. This is 
what Cephalus says straightway in the prelude: he had come from Ch- 
zomenace to Athens to hear the discourse of Parmenides, arriving there 
had encountered Adcimantus and Glaucon in the agora, and being in- 
troduced by them to Antiphon had heard him deliver the discourse 
which he had learned from Pythodorus and which Pythodorus had 
heard from Parmenides. In these details he indicates what kind of per- 
son he must be who is to be led upwards. He must first have been 
awakened to leave his association with the body (‘‘home”’ for the soul 
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is the body), then must join himself to Athena’s domain in the uni- 
verse, by residence in which the soul becomes, not surprisingly, the 
spectator of the primary realities themselves and through them can ob- 
tain a mystical vision of the very henads of Being.*” 

Or, if you like, we can express the analogy on a still more universal 
level. The gods who guide nature and comprisc the various powers of 
enmattered forms, i.e. all the individual and perceptible reason-prin- 
ciples, are dependent on the primary cause; and being illumined by 
Athena to turn their attention towards the intelligible world, abstract 
themselves from the cosmic system (for this also is called the home of 
the gods that arc in it), are lifted up to sce the unified plurality in things, 
and there by divine powcr advance to the monad that contains the pri- 
mary plurality. Of all these things the words quoted contain a likeness, 
for those not altogether unacquainted with such matters. For each of 
the forms in nature is inferior to the plurality of them; the plurality that 
participates in the onc which is coordinate with the many; and prior to 
this is the transcendent unity of the One before the many, to which one 
ascends through the intermediary dyad; for the dyad is the first reality 
that proceeds from the One, as the Philebus teaches us (16c). 

Hence the departure from Clazomenae expresses the activity of the 
gods which transcends the reason-principles in nature, the encounter 
with Glaucon and Adeimantus in the agora indicates the sovereignty of 
the dyad in the unified plurality, and the conversation through them 
with Antiphon shows their being Iced to the One, from which they re- 
ceive perfection and the fullness of the divine goods. For in cach rank 
of the gods there is the monad, the sovereignty of the dyad, and the 
number appropriate to it. And all that which has been differentiated is 
attached to the monad by means of the unified plurality and the dyad 
in it which is its mother and its root, so to say. But these things, as | 
said, bear the likeness of the gods themselves and make it very easy for 
those who wish to follow the analogy. For observe: the Clazomenacans 
are many, Adeimantus and Glaucon are two, and through them the 
meeting is brought about between the Clazomenaeans and Antiphon, 
who is one. It is clear that everywhere the multiple gets the benefit of 
the monad through the dyad; that the men of Clazomenac, being stu- 
dents of nature, make their way through things naturally akin to each 
other to gain participation in the more complete doctrincs; that the 
beings of second rank are always dependent on beings prior to them; 
and that all things strain to reach the onc Intellect which is Parmenides. 
The men from Clazomenae make their appeal to Adcimantus and 


2 This sound very like a Porphyrian “ethical’’ exegesis, followed by an Iamblichian 
“physical” one. 
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Glaucon, the latter lead them to Antiphon, Antiphon fills them with 
the discourses (logoi) of Pythodorus, and Pythodorus is the messenger 
carrying the words that passed between Parmenidcs, Zeno, and Soc- 
rates. The last two in turn are one with Parmenides, placing themselves 
willingly at his side, Socrates looking at the plurality of ideas, Zeno 
unifying plurality and striving towards the One itself.*4 Let them, then, 
be ranked thus. 

Not only can you look at it in the way indicated above, but you can 
also view it as follows: since Parmenides, Zeno, and Socrates preserve 
the analogy with the whole divine order, those that are next are like the 
secondary kinds. And if you will take this point of view, you will rank 
Pythodorus with the highest of the daemonic powers that announces 
and transmits messages from the primary to the secondary beings. 
Both these roles are appropriate to him, for on the one hand he is being 
filled, and on the other hand he is filling, by his own powers adapting 
his hearing of the original words to thc hearing of others. Antiphon we 
should rank as that dacmonic power that operates with desire and im- 
pulse and, in short, since he is supposed to be a horseman, takes on the 
character of the second level of life; hence he is filled from the primary 
daemons and fills those below him with the elevating discourse that he 
has received from the higher powers. Finally, the men from Clazo- 
menae are analogous to souls in the world of generation who require 
the help of the daemons immediately above them and arc eager, all of 
them, to move upwards and sharc in the divine words. This is why 
they lcave their homes (that is, the body) and transport themselves to 
Athens; for they revert upon themselves on encountering the provi- 
dence of Athena and proceed from ignorance to knowledge, for that is 
what Athens stands for. And having thus reverted, first they attach 
themselves to the daemons above them, who arc associated with the 
agora (for they arc “‘guardians of mortal men”’) and with the Dyad (for 
they issuc from the One) and with conversion, through the Dyad, to 
the One. Next they are presented by these dacmons to certain angels 
and gods, for it is through the dacmons, as Diotima tells us (Symp. 
203a), that all the fellowship and converse takes place between men, 
whether awake or sleeping, and the gods. 

Thus we have found another approach for drawing analogies. be- 
tween the contents of the dialogue and the personages in it; and it is 
necessary that we exercise our understanding on these details as like- 
nesses before we enter on the mysteries of the doctrines themselves. 
Even the statement that when these men arrived at Athens they im- 


* This seems to describe the Chaldaean dyad attached to the Father, referred to in Or. 
Chald. fr. 8 DP, and is very possibly [amblichean doctrine. 
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mediately encountered (entychein) in the agora Adeimantus and Glau- 
con, the brothers of Antiphon, is an expression of another thcological 
reflection, namely, that the souls being led upwards arc greatly helped 
by good fortune (agathé tyché), which arranges where and how and 
whom they should meet for laying hold on the truth that will save 
them; and that it is not by external goods only that the gifts of good 
fortune serve our needs, but also in thosc uplifting powers within our 
own souls. As Socrates says somewhere in the Phaedrus (245b), the 
gods’ gift of madness to the lover about his beloved is the greatcst of 
good fortunes (eutychia); and in the soul’s descent from the intelligible 
world, he says, they suffer various vicissitudes (syntychiai, 248c), from 
which we infer that even before their bodily contacts they are awarc of 
the gifts of fortunc and are governed by her and led to their proper 
place. So it is natural here that as the souls are being led upwards they 


‘by chance (tyché) are joined by causes that make for their own perfec- 


tion. We shall not argue whether “‘encounter” (entychein) may mean the 
same thing as “happen upon” (peritychein), if we say that happening 
upon occurs without choice, but encountering is the result of the 
agent’s own impulse, in either case we need the working of the cause 
that assembles the separate circumstances, since the will of an individ- 
ual can accomplish nothing without the cooperation of all things. By 
chance, then, the souls being led upwards encounter and are joined 
with the natures that are morc perfect than themselves. They need not 
only good fortune but destiny before they can be sufficiently perfected. 
Observe again how the ranks of the personages are preserved here: they 
encounter Adeimantus and Glaucon, and of these men Socrates makes 
it clear in the Republic that Glaucon is the superior, for he says repeat- 
edly that he admires the nature of Glaucon; so that if Adcimantus is the 
inferior, it is natural that Plato should say “they encountered Adciman- 
tus and Glaucon”; for the imperfect being first attaches itself to the less 
perfect and through it to the more perfect. 

So much for the analogies suggested by thesc facts. The first sentence 
reveals the character of the dialogue in its artless precision and simplic- 
ity; for artlessness, conciseness, and simplicity of language are appro- 
priate for expressing intellectual notions. Plato was not alone in prac- 
tising this style, for Parmenides also does so in his poetry; although 
supposedly, the poctic style would require him to use mctaphorical 
terms and picturesque figures of specch, yct he has adopted the lean and 
the simple unadomed utterance, as is evident in the following: 


For being is close to being; 
(fr. 8.25 D-K) 
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and this: 
Since now all is together; 
(fr. 8.5) 
and this: 
nor can any part be greater 
Nor any part less here than there; 
(fr. 8.44-45) 


and in other similar passages. So that it seems more like prose than po- 
ctry. Note also in the first place that Plato, in this introductory section, 
has chosen the oratorical style called ‘vehemence’ (gorgotés), for its 
vigor is suited to his subject; and secondly, that in using the form of 
summary report, which compresscs language and rounds off a thought 
quickly, he shows his concern for conciseness and procecds by using 
only the most necessary terms, cutting out all the omaments of cxpo- 
sition that a sophist would have added. 


And taking me by the hand Adeimantus said, ‘‘Good cheer, Cephalus. If 
you wish anything of us here which we can do for you, tell us.”’ (126a) 


You see how the men from Clazomenae become attached at once to 
Adeimantus, who holds out his hand to them. Glaucon is present, but 
silent; while itis the other who greets and welcomes the visitors. What 
do these circumstances symbolize? It could be said that there are many 
lessons in propriety here: for example, that one should be ready with 
help for strangers, out of respect for the daemon and god of hospitality; 
that the citizen should anticipate the visitor in expressions of goodwill, 
and in general that the stronger should be first to run to the aid of his 
acquaintances; and that a man should keep a promise to the best of his 
ability, which is what Adcimantus seems to intend here when he an- 
nounces that he will do whatever he can for the Clazomenaeans. In 
short, we could mention many such things if we were to scrutinize the 
text closely.“ 

But what we should spcak of are the things that lead us to insight into 
the larger matters which are the proper subject of this dialogue: that 
Antiphon, Glaucon, and Adeimannus arc ranked as three grades of dae- 
mons; that souls being led upwards need the help of attendant daemons 
for their ascent; that by this help they are brought in contact with the 
highest degrec of their rank and through it are lifted up to more divine 
causes which are completely separate from body, and move themselves 
spatially, so to spcak, assembling their forces and rallying themselves 


“ This discussion of ta kathékonta, once again. is reminiscent of Porphyry. 
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from bodily limitations; and when cooperating with certain orders of 
daemons, bring about now by a vital motion advancement to the 
higher ranks of being. Naturally, then, Adeimantus, being nearer to 
them, stretches out his hand and shares his goodwill with them in im- 
itation of that order of divinity that confers power on souls that wish 
to move upwards by attaching to itself the upward-moving capacities 
in them; for hands are symbols of power. And in giving them his hand 
he also wishes them “‘good checr”’ (chairein), since for souls secking sal- 
vation, gladness and freedom from care are gifts of the higher, not the 
lower, powers. For how could anyone share freedom from care with 
another when he is himself full of anxiety? Or how share gladness and 
good cheer when hc is himself in despair? Therefore, it is only the gods 
and after them thc divine classes of being, and after them good men, 

who are the sources of gladness and good cheer; for it is primarily the 
gods whose life is free of care, and secondarily the divine classes of 
being and, when they participate in that blesscdness, temperate souls, 

who always manifest good humour, joy, and contentment with their 
fate. Souls moving upwards then receive from their attendant dacmons 

first of all che power to ascend, next cheerfulness and freedom from 

care, and thirdly, a promise of good things to be obtained from their 
daemons. For the daemons incite them to share with them, bestow 
upon them bountifully everything that it is in their nature to give, and 
prepare them to receive even morc perfect gifts from higher beings. 

Thus Adcimantus’ readiness to promise aid, his beneficence, and his 

exhortation to the imperfect to become perfect (for every need renders 

him who feels it imperfect)—all this imitates the beneficent activity of 
good daemons towards souls. 


“But that is exactly what Iam here for,” I replied, “to make a request of 
you.” “Tell me your request,” he said. (126a) 


Of such a character as this must the souls be who are to be Ied up- 
wards, showing by their actions thcir readiness to participate in the di- 
vine; they leave their ancestral and familiar ways and greedily lay hold 
on the more perfect goods, not regarding it as a minor matter, but their 
first and chiefest task, to occupy themselves with the divine. For this is 
the way they can obtain the help of the higher powers, by laying them- 
selves open to the boundless benefits that come from them. Every- 
where what is imperfect joins itsclf to the perfect through its fitness for 
such gifts, ** just as the perfect joins itself to the imperfect because of its 
perfecting power. These are the two intermediaries between the im- 


For the doctrine of epitédeiotés, “fimess,” see ET, props. 39, 71, 79; In Tim. 1, 25.24- 
30; 51.25-30. z 
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perfect and the perfect, between what participates and what is partici- 
pated—eagerness for perfection on the part of the imperfect, and on the 
part of the higher powers capacity to confer it. Thus the imperfect 
being undergoes perfecting and what participates acquires in a second- 
ary degree the characters possessed primarily by that in which it partic- 
ipates. How necessary this fitness to receive is for those who must par- 
ticipate is shown by Cephalus here; it becomes them to cling greedily 
to beings more perfect than themselves. We see this in an even more 
authoritative fashion when we look at the nature of souls. For how 
could they participate in divine favours if they were not fit to receive 
them? In short, the phrase “I am here” is the proper expression. For 
they must first of their own volition have aroused themselves to depart 
from the body and then cagerly scek help from their superiors. When 
they are thus disposed the gift of the higher powers is rcady for them, 
and this is shown in an image by Adcimantus’ remark ‘‘Please tell me 
your request,” which is a promise to do anything he can for them. 


And I replied, “Your maternal brother, what was his name? For I don’t 
remember. He was a child when I was here from Clazomenae before, and 
it has been a long time since then.” (126b) 


The historical facts, for anyone who is interested in chem, are these. 
To Ariston Perictione bore threc sons: Plato, Adeimantus, and Glau- 
con; and when her husband diced, she married another man whose 
name was Pyrilampes. Socrates mentions him in the Gorgias (481d) 
when he says to Callicles that while he himself was in love with the son 
of Clinias and with philosophy, he (Callicles), was in love with the 
Athenian demos and with the son of Pyrilampes; for Demos was the 
name of this son born of a former wife of Pyrilampes. Pcrictione, then, 
marricd Pyrilampes and bore him a son, this Antiphon whom Ce- 
phalus here calls the maternal brother of Glaucon and Adeimantus. 
From this record you can sce that the meeting betwecn Cephalus and 
Antiphon probably took place after the death of Socrates; for Plato was 
in his twenty-fourth year when Socrates died, and Perictione had pro- 
duced three boys when she married again and gave birth to Antiphon, 
who is now a grown man so that it is possible for his chief occupation 
to be horsemanship. 

But this is enough about these matters. I admire Plato’s style of nar- 
rative for the simplicity with which it is arranged, and for the remark- 
able beauty, so to speak, that comes to light when it departs from sim- 
plicity. For Cephalus does not immediatcly state his request as 
Adcimantus has invited him to do—for instance, by saying, “We want 
Antiphon to recount to us the words which he heard from Pythodo- 
rus”; instead of this request he makes an inquiry about Antiphon him- 
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self. How much this increases its beauty the connoisscurs of such 
discourse will appreciate. But I admire even more Plato’s skill in pre- 
serving throughout the likeness between his narrative and realities. For 
souls that are going to someone to be improved by him must first be 
linked with him through knowledge and reflection. For knowledge 
comes first, then the approach, and then the union.* For no one can be 
united with another whom he cannot approach, nor can he draw near 
to that which he does not know. It is a reflection of thesc realities when 
Cephalus asks Adeimantus, “What is the name of your brother?” for 
the purpose of learning about Antiphon. He docs not remember him 
because he was a child when Cephalus was in Athens before and therc- 
fore is less known to him. For usually we remember well the name of 
people who are notable by their position in life whether by chance or 
some quality of mind or the like. 

But to return again to the realities: the souls that are being led must 
first of all bc linked with the objects of their desire through knowledge 
and attention, of which the learning of the namc is an image (for names 
are the product of the cognitive part of the soul); and it sometimes hap- 
pens that souls which are still imperfect do not lay hold on the thing 
they know but scc it partially and incompletely, and at other times they 
see it as a whole, when thcy grasp it perfectly and through it know also 
other matters that are higher than it. The name, then, which the Cla- 
zomenacan asks to know is a symbol of the thing’s being, and the ref- 
erence to “not remembering” symbolises the forgetfulness which souls 
have from their birth. ‘‘For he was a child when I was herc before” is a 
symbol of that imperfect thought which brings it about that the thing 
known to the soul is not seen wholly or exactly. And “for that was a 
long time ago” indicates that the preparation for knowledge began at a 
time long past. And if thesc three men are called “‘maternal brothers” 
because they are analogous to the class of dacmons (for all the daemons 
come from one mother, that is, they have a common daemon-comprc- 
hending source),*” then perhaps by this feature also the dialogue may 
be connected to the truths of metaphysics. 


“The name of his father, I think, was Pyrilampes.”” “Quite right,” he 
said, “and his is Antiphon. But what is it you particularly want to 
know?” (126b) 


Cephalus knows the father’s name accurately but does not know the 
name of the son and seeks to learn it. This is the way in which self- 
moving beings act; some thing they know of themselves, but of others 


“Tymors, téhaces, Erwors. Cf. the three stages of prayer described at Jn Tim. 1, 211.8- 
2B, yrairis, oixeiwors, Emwors, which is based on the Chaldaean Oracles. 
; . apes bxos. Presumably this refers to Rhea (the term is found nowhere else). Cf. 
n Alc. 68.5. 


55 


671 


672 


BOOK 1 


they get knowledge from their supcriors, who are ready for the giving 
when these have prepared themselves to receive it. This is why Adci- 
mantus, seeing that the knowledge Cephalus has is accurate, straight- 
way adds what he docs not know, and when he has done this asks the 
reason for his question. This shows that one should receive the gifts of 
the higher powers and, after receiving them, should desire even more 
of them than before. Don’t be surprised that someone who knows the 
morc important thing, the cause, should be ignorant of the lesser; for 
very often souls, either from a good natural disposition or from expe- 
ricnce, have notions of the primary causes but lack knowledge of the 
inferior ones. 


“These men,” I said, “are fellow-citizens of mine and true philosophers. 
They have heard that this Antiphon has been much in company with a 
certain Pythodorus, one of Zeno’s associates, and has often heard him re- 
count the conversation that took place between Socrates, Zeno, and Par- 
menides, and can retell it.”’ (126b) 


In one sense Cephalus might secm to be the most important of these 
Clazomenaean visitors, but from another point of view their inferior. 
Inasmuch as the philosophers have come to hear the conversation and 
he has come for their sake, he is decidedly their inferior, for in the order 
of things the end is supcrior to the means that bring it about; but he has 
a name and they appear anonymously, and on this account, it seems, 
he has the highest rank among them. (At least it is Plato’s custom to 
introduce minor characters without names, like the (missing) fourth 
person in the Timaeus (17a), or the father of Critobulus, or the man 
who brings up the faulty objection in the Phaedo |[103a].) And not only 
for this reason is he the more considerable, but also because he is the 
person who introduccs them to Adeimantus and his friends. And no 
doubt he could be regarded as the most commanding part of the souls 
being led upwards, thcir charioteer, so to speak, whercas they are called 
“true philosophers” as representing the powers secondary to them that 
attain to participation in primary rcalitics through the action of their 
charioteer. Hence they are called ‘‘fellow-citizens” of Cephalus as well 
as “true philosophers”; for all the faculties in the soul have their source 
in the same hearth and fatherland, since the entire soul comes forth 
from the intelligible realm. Furthermore, the disposition to search and 
inquire into things is a property of such facultics, since the chariotéer 
wishes rather to be united with the highcr powers than to cngage in in- 
quiries about them from a perspective of separation. Thus these several 
facultics depend on their own summit, as the soul as a whole depends 
on the attendant dacmons that lead it upwards, and the daemons on the 
primary and genuinely divine causes. 
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Observe again how Plato assigns thcir appropriate ranks to these 
personages. He places Antiphon under Pythodorus, and him under 
Zeno; and again of the triad above them, he puts Socrates nearest to 
Cephalus and his friends, next Zeno, and third Parmenides. How these 
rankings are to be related to reality is obvious from what | have said 
earlicr. We should not be surpriscd that the philosophers from Clazo- 
menae, though only natural scientists, are called true philosophers, for 
Plato is accustomed so to designate persons who speculate about divine 
matters, like the Eleatic Stranger in the Sophist; for he described him as 
a member of the group about Parmenides and Zeno and a “‘truly phil- 
osophical man” (216a). These men, then, because they are not content 
with assertions about nature but are pushing forward to knowledge of 
true being from what is* apprehended by opinion and perception, and 
because they have the highest aptitude for laying hold on the more per- 
fect realities, he calls true philosophers. For he is said to be a true phi- 
losopher who is such by disposition and aptitude. 

But so much for that. Observe once more how Plato is referring to 
the paradigms, when he says that Pythodorus had many contacts with 
Zeno, and Antiphon had heard Pythodorus many times; for the divine 
words exist as a unity in the gods but asa plurality in the daemons, and 
the further they are removed from the gods, the greater is their cxten- 
sion and the lower their descent into plurality. Hence the word this is 
attached to Antiphon, and one of to Pythodorus, for they are represen- 
tations of more particular levels of being, which is different from that 
of Socrates, Zeno, and Parmenides himself, whom he introduces with- 
out any such addition whatever. 


“What you say is correct,” he said. ‘Then it is this,’’ I said, “that we 
want to hear.”’ “That will not be difficult,” he said. “When he was a 
youth he practised the conversation very diligently; but now, like his 
grandfather for whom he is named, he devotes most of his attention to 
horses. If you wish, let us go to him. He has just left here to go to his 
home, and he lives nearby in Melite.”’ (126c) 


In some of the things that Adeimantus says, he is teaching the Cla- 
zomenacans what they do not know, and in others he is confirming by 
his assent what they previously knew. Thus when Cephalus gave the 
name of Antiphon’s father, Adcimantus said, “Quite right."” And now 
when Cephalus had said that Antiphon had heard through Pythodorus 
the conversation between Socrates, Zeno, and Parmenides, he replies, 
“What you say is correct.” These remarks, then, confirm what Ce- 
phalus has previously known. But who this son of Pyrilampes is, what 


® Reading (amb rév) before 86fy per’ aicOjcews. 
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kind of life he leads, and where he lives, Cephalus does not know and 
Adeimantus tcaches him, and afterwards becomes his guide on the 
walk to this house, shows him the establishment, introduces the visi- 
tors to his brother, and begins the conversation. 

Observe now these same clements in the nature of the universe. 
These souls that are leaving thcir native and customary occupations are 
moving towards a higher and more intellectual life, directing their 
minds from nature to Intellect, and from scnse-perception to pure in- 
tellection. As 1 said before, they arc helped by the daemons just above 
them, who direct their life in the world of generation. Some things 
they know of themselves, others under the inspiration of the daemons; 
and what they see of themselves thcy see morc firmly because the dae- 
mons inspire them; and when they have adapted themselves to these 
daemons thcy become, so to speak, daemons themselves through their 
likeness to them, and by their aid behold the higher and more divine 
ranks of dacmons through whom their later ascent to the gods takes 
place. For the agencies that order the life of souls in the world of gen- 
cration are other than those that bring them into contact with the gods 
and fill them with divine blessings; these we ordinarily call divine dae- 
mons. The occupation of horsemanship is a fitting symbol of their ac- 
tivity, in that they look after secondary matters, holding nature to- 
gether by serving as front-runners or bodyguards or followers of the 
gods. For they are in a way chariotcers, and in them therc are “horses,” 
as there are among the gods.*? This is in Plato’s mind when he says that 
Antiphon takes after the grandfather for whom he is named. For above 
the daemons are the angels, and thcy are, so to speak, fathers of the dae- 
mons, and the gods their forefathers, bearing the same names, since 
daemons are often addressed as gods, on the daemonic levcl—but this 
is an homonymous designation derived from the daemons’ participa- 
tion in the gods’ nature. Just as Antiphon was given his name in mem- 
ory of his grandfather, so also the daemons, as established in the like- 
ness of gods, are often called “‘gods’” by those who are competent to 
discriminate the properties of the highcr powers. There are, then, 
“horses” among the gods as well, and the art of horsemanship in the 
primary sense. But on that level the horses are to an extreme degree 
united with the chariotecr, while on the daemonic level they are dis- 
tinct, and there is a greater degree of otherness, so that the directing 
element appears and is one thing, and the “horses” another. Nay even 
the place Mclite is appropriate to the rank of daemons, for the deme 
Melite got its name, they say, from Melite the girlfriend of Poseidon 

” Cf. Hermeias’ remarks, Jn Phaedr. 127.8 Couvreur (an Phaedr. 2462). The prob- 


Icm of what exactly the “horses” of divine souls represented was one that exercised the 
Neoplatonists. 
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(one of the poets mentions “Mclite, the companion of Poscidon”).* 
The daemons are at home in the rank of the gods because of the inter- 
mediate station they occupy; for Poseidon occupies an intermediate 
rank among the Fathers, even as daemons do among the classes supe- 
rior to us. Indeed the phrase “he lives nearby” is not unconnected with 
what has been said. For dacmons are neighbours of dacmons; they all 
occupy the same rank and, with appropriate variations, preserve one 
and the same daemonic property. 

So much may be gleaned from these details. Their progress from 
particulars to wholcs is analogous to their progress from the visible to 
the invisible. The fact that Antiphon learned the conversation when a 
boy is proper to those entities, who, after their procession, straightway 
turn back to their own causal principles and become joined to them. 
For it is a characteristic of particular souls to proceed in an indefinite 
manner and to move towards a lightless and murky destination, turn- 
ing away from the divine. 

In general these analogies should not be taken as unimportant, es- 
pecially if we believe Plato, who said that nothing clse is so beneficial 
to the soul as what draws it from phenomena to being, freeing us from 
the former and making it easy for us to imagine immaterial nature with 
the help of these. Such an influence is the lover, and the philosopher, 
and everyone who is moving upwards. So that even if Plato himself did 
not formulate these matters in this way, it would be beneficial for us to 
do so, for it is a good exercise for a well-endowed soul which is capable 
of moving from images to thcir archetypes and delights in observing 
these all-pervading analogies. 

But I beg expositors of Plato not to exert themselves in lengthy ar- 
guments to show from this dialogue that Plato approved of beginning 
the education of youth with dialectic, that he recommended the teach- 
ing of logical arguments, abstracted from subject-matter, as suitable 
beginning material for young men if thcy are sufficiently acute to be 
able to follow their subtleties. For the conversation that he says Anti- 
phon “practised when he was a youth” contains not only the descrip- 
tion of a logical method, but also a discussion of the most profound dif- 
ficulties connected with the Ideas, not to mention the other matters 
examined in the Hypotheses, which are visions of the highest princi- 
ples. Remember also that in the Republic (VI, 537e-539d) Socrates dep- 
recates the imparting of dialectical arguments to young men, lest they 
be inadvertently bent towards lawlessness, as usually happens with 
young men who have just acquired a taste of dialectical methods. Rare 

% Perhaps Hesiod, in the Catalogue of Women. He mentions Melite, calling her daugh- 
ter of Myrmex, in fr. 225 Merkelbach-West (from Philochorus, who is discussing the 
deme of Melite); or possibly Pisander, cf. Dam. In Phaed. 1, 378.3. 
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are the persons who do not fall a prey to this distraction and who are 
endowed with natures like that of Socrates, who has such a divine im- 
pulse towards philosophy that Parmenides, noting it, urges him to cul- 
tivate the whole of dialectic. Hence we should not make a common rule 
for the education of all young men, since the same methods are not 
suitable for the rare individuals as for the common run of students, for 
whom a prudent scholarship is sufficient, as I have said earlier. But let 
us go on to what follows: 


“Having said this, we set out to walk there. We found Antiphon at home, 
giving a bridle to a smith to be fitted. And when he was free of him, his 
brothers told him why we had come. He recognised me from my former 
visit and bade me welcome.” (127a) 


Conciscness of language, and clarity and simplicity, are evident in 
this passage. Plato does not strive for beauty or elegance, as is custom- 
ary, by saying “having spoken and heard these words” (Prot. 362a), 
nor does he add anything unnecessary, but says directly, “having said 
this.’”’ For they have both spoken and heard. And the structure of his 
sentence is the most appropriate to the clear and simple style, for con- 
necting phrases that distinguish what precedes from what follows 
make a sentence clear. The structure, then, contributes to its simplicity, 
and its simplicity helps out its narrative intentions, so that here also the 
parts arc subordinate to the whole and the many to the one. So much 
we get from examining the stylistic character of the passage. 

As to its ethical import, we can learn that good men should always 
make their actions consonant with their words, not speak the language 
of nobility and virtue and postpone the deeds that go with it—hence 
Cephalus says, “Having said this, we set out to walk”; and that actions 
should be preceded by judgements, and thcse by the Good—in this 
spirit Adeimantus says “If you wish, let us go to him,” and Cephalus 
says, “‘Having said this, we set out to walk there.”’ Again we learn that 
souls are perfected by friendship and worthy associations. This was the 
rule of the Pythagorcans especially, who made the most sincere friend- 
ship the end of life for themselves. Also we learn that we must curtail 
practical activities for the pursuit of virtue. This is what Antiphon docs 
when, “giving the bridle to the smith,” he gives himself immediately 
to his visitors. So Cephalus says, “when he was free of him,” indicating 
that Antiphon most gladly abandons this kind of conversation for a 
more educated and more congenial fellowship. Furthermore, we can 
Icarn from this passage that the skill which uses the craftsman’s art is 
supcrior to the product of that craftsmanship, for Antiphon who will 
use the bridle is set over the workman who fits it and gives him direc- 
tions for making it suitable. We sce also that in all cases extremes are 
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brought together by an intermediary which is akin to both; for Adei- 
mantus and his brother arc responsible for the encounter and the con- 
versation between the Clazomenacans and Antiphon, and they are his 
brothers, and friends and acquaintances of the others. Also that the ex- 
tremes stand further apart from onc another than the intermediary does 
from cither, but are nevertheless not incapable of being brought to- 
gether. This is shown by their mutual recognition and in general by the 
fellowship that is established between Antiphon and the Clazome- 
naeans. 

Next, after the discussion of the text from the ethical perspective, let 
us look at the text beforc us from the physical point of view. We should 
observe that these men, as students of nature and analogucs of natural 
forces, partake of the dyad in the soul—call it opinion or whatever you 
like—and by it are joined with the powers that move naturc, whether 
they be daemons or gods, which have their own art of metal-working 
and hammer and anvil. How clse, indeed, docs the third manifestation 
of forms come about, if not by the reason-principles of soul being 
poured out, as it were, into natural forccs? These, in turn, are ob- 
viously perfected by the agencies that superintend nature and makc use 
of natural forces. 

But if, abandoning this theme, we are to attain a more profound 
interpretation, let us return to the analogies we have mentioned before. 
We have scen that souls who are moving upwards attach themselves to 
the daemons allotted to supervise their life hcre; and thus the Clazo- 
menacans encounter Adeimantus and his friends in the agora and by 
their aid attain to the divine daemons whom thcy join in moving to the 
intellectual realm, and thus*! they see how the daemons regulate the in- 
ferior levels of their lives which are bodily and derivative. We must 
think of the bridle as the means appointed by the higher powers for 
regulating these dependent facultics. For the daemons have powers that 
regulate the things below them, ordering alike their bodily forms and 
their powers of judging, and the smith who works on the bridle is their 
analogue. Like Antiphon, they also have powers that use this faculty of 
judgement and all the other results of their ordering; and it is these 
powers, which we can call the skill of the charioteer or whatever else 
you like, that define their being. For the charioteer, the horses, the bri- 
dle-maker, and all these factors arc, so to speak, internal to the dac- 
mons—as is indicated by the ‘‘at home” after ‘“‘Antiphon”; it is by 
looking to the daemons that these agencies do their work. Then when 
they have brought order into their own affairs, they are participated in 


| Reading ofrw for ob of MSS (West.). Cephalus, ctc., do witness Antiphon's dealings 
with the smith. 
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by inferior beings, by other dacmons who are, as it were, their broth- 
ers, and also by individual souls below who are aspiring to them. This 
participation takes place imperfectly at first, later perfectly. Imperfect 
participation is illustrated, as we have said, by the earlier visit to Ath- 
ens, the perfect by the renewal of that visit, the recognition, and the 
final welcome, which signifies the union, the indivisible contact and 
fellowship in the divine joy. All compounds in nature, all living things 
with souls, arc little by little and according to a well-regulated ascent 
allotted shares in the higher goods; at first they participate imperfectly, 
feebly, and subject to the pull of pleasure in the goods above them; later 
they lay hold of their shares firmly and completely. Thus it is that in 
the process of creation there first appears only an outline of species in 
matter, then masscs and informing material powers, then figured 
masscs with individual shapes, and then, to crown it all, the complete 
organisation and gift of life, the sharing in Intcllect and the illumination 
of divinity. So it is that souls arc initiated into the lesser mystcries be- 
fore the greater ones, the imperfect before the perfect, and at the end of 
all are joined with the truly perfect realities, and when they are firmly 
grounded in them, their participation is an indivisible and indissoluble 
union. But the contact and the union come about through intermediate 
beings that are, so to speak, akin to the species with which thev pro- 
duce the contact. 


When we asked him to repeat the conversation, he at first was reluctant, 
saying that it was a very difficult task; but he then gave a full rehearsal of 
it. (127a) 


The request of the Clazomenacans expresses the importunate attach- 
ment of souls to their proper guides; for in no other way can their con- 
tact and company with the gods occur than by means of these daemons; 
for the daemons attach themselves to the cosmic gods, as Socrates says 
in the Phaedrus (247a), and souls attach themselves to the daemons. 
There precedes this request, first, their knowledge of the daemons, for 
how would they request anything of them if they did not know who 
they are nor what goods thcy have it in their power to bestow? And 
then, love of converse with them, for we must desire what we ask for, 
since if we did not desire, we would not be in the position of petition- 
ers. The reluctance of Antiphon is an image of the secret and inexpres- 
sive power of thesc divine causes; for the divine, whcrever it is, is hard 
to lay hold of and to know, revealing itself sparingly to souls, even 
when they greedily aspire to conversation and communion with tt. 
They need to get accustomed to the divine splendour in which the di- 
vine daemons show themselves to the eager souls who aspire to asso- 
ciate with them and behold the whole divine world. But to the souls 
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that firmly and steadfastly cling to them they unfold and explain the 
divine truth. This is the ‘‘rehearsal,” an unfolding and explanation of 
matters concealed, the training and perfecting given to souls by these 
divine daemons. All this you will find in the universe of things if you 
look; this is the way things arc. 

We must not be surprised that Antiphon’s visitors hear him say that 
the task is very difficult, when previously thcy had heard Adcimantus 
say that there was no difficulty in the case. Adeimantus was referring 
to the ability of Antiphon and his memory of the conversation, 
whereas Antiphon was wondering whether his hearers were compe- 
tent to receive this theory. For they are men from lonia and unaccus- 
tomed to doctrines of a mystical character. It seems to me also that An- 
tiphon, in imitation of the Eleatic wise men, is exalting his topic in 
calling the task very difficult. Zeno will do the same thing, in the 
course of the dialoguc, and the great Parmenides himself. Even the 
Stranger in the Sophist and the Statesman, an associate in their school, 
says at first that thc answer to the question of Socrates is very difficult 
and hard to makc intelligible (Soph. 217b). And it is not as if Eleatics 
acted thus and Plato recommended acting diffcrently; he too advises us 
to declare the difficulty of the matter to those who come with a request 
of this nature. Indeed this becomes for him a reliable touchstone of the 
fitness or unfitness of someone who approaches him. The man who 
genuinely loves knowledge docs not shrink from the labour involved; 
the more difficult a matter is to learn, so much the more eagerly does 
he pursue it, not trying to evade hardships. But an inferior and un- 
qualified student, when he hears that a task is difficult, takes his leave 
of an inquiry that is not for him. And there in truth “‘both the coward 
cometh to light and the man of valour’’ (Iliad 13.278), and this becomes 
a criterion for distinguishing the wcll-endowed person from his op- 
posite. 


According to Antiphon, Pythodorus said that on one occasion Zeno and 
Parmenides came to the Great Panathenaea. (127a) 


Some say that Antiphon delivers this discourse not as a man who 
knows and understands it, but only from memory and the tip of his 
tongue, as if he had leamed this dialogue by heart and could repeat it 
automatically, though ignorant of the sccret thought it contains. In my 
opinion, however, neither the order of events nor the character of the 
personages would have becn so well preserved, together with the ap- 
propriate setting, by one who was ignorant of the deeper meaning of 
the words and the purposes of the questions and answers. Itis very dif- 
ficult to imitate in discourse the speeches of learned men, as Timacus 
(Tim. 19d) teaches us. An imitator must be similar in character to the 
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original spcakcr if his imitation of a noble discourse is to be a worthy 
one. I do not nced to establish this, since such is the rule that Plato gives 
us for testing such matters. Parmenides will be the one who primarily 
has knowledge of the matters spoken of; next is Zeno; Socrates is third 
in order (for he is implicated with them in the structure of the argu- 
ment); Pythodorus is fourth, for he is a pupil of Zeno and has himself 
heard the speakers of the argument; fifth is Antiphon who, since he gets 
the speech from Pythodorus, is the immediate recipient of the words 
that are to be spoken by them, and thus brings us up so close to the 
original speakers that it seems we have heard them ourselves, have 
been present at the original scene, and have taken part in the conver- 
sation. This plainly is the result of Plato’s handling and arrangement of 
his theme, which all but brings the action before our cyes—the occa- 
sion, the persons, the setting, the actions and attitudes of the charac- 
ters, and their words. And it scems to me that the focussing of all the 
characters upon one person, Parmenides, shows a profound truth 
about things. All pluralities, all the ranks of being, are unificd about the 
divine cause; and this truth is indicated to the intelligent reader by his 
mention successively of Antiphon, Pythodorus, Zeno, and Parmen- 
ides. 

Again, the mention of the Panathenaea contributes to the larger aim 
of the dialoguc. History tells us that this festival was cstablished when 
the synoecism of the Athenians took placc. Here, then, is another ex- 
ample of unification, a plurality of villages organized around their city- 
protecting goddess. And this is the aim of the dialogue, to show clearly 
how all things arc fastened to the One and how each thing has its origin 
in it. It is no little tribute to these men that the dialogue says they came, 
not to Athens, but to the Panathenaea; that is, their visit was under- 
taken for the sake of the goddess and her festival, not in order to make 
a public display of their philosophy. Such a practice was disdained 
among the Pythagoreans, for it is what sophists and tradcrs do. 


Parmenides was already quite an elderly man, with very grey hair, but 
handsome and good to look upon. His age was probably about five and 
sixty. (127b) 


Let us understand this first as applying to his appearance. He was an 
elderly man, and somewhat advanced in age. Among the Greeks aman 
was an “elder’’ unti] his seventieth year, and after that, an “‘old man.” 
Parmenides was then an elder, but not an old man. His countenance 
was pleasing, a consequence of his manner of life, for with good men 
something of the comeliness and majesty of soul is reflected down into 
the body. But it is much more appropriate to take these terms as apply- 
ing to the soul itself and say, for example, that he was vencrable for his 


64 


684 


685 


COMMENTARY 


store of knowledge and wisdom. The intellectual sciences, those that 
are concerned with the whole of nature, he is accustomed to call ven- 
erable, as he has shown in the Timaeus (22b) when he calls “‘young” the 
people who have no ancient knowledge.*? Again “‘grey-haircd”’ is a fit- 
ting designation for souls whose highest part shares in the light of in- 
tellect, for “dark” belongs to the inferior of the two columns of op~ 
posites, “‘light’’ to the superior.>> And “handsome and good to look 
upon” suggests that the eye of his soul is directed towards intelligible 
beauty and the good that is the foundation of all things and which 
makes good everything that partakes of it. Even better is it, following 
our analogy, to look at these qualitics in the gods themselves. For 
where is the character of being an clder and grey-haired so evident as in 
the gods, or so much praised by the theologians as in the ancestral de- 
ities? Wherc are beauty and goodness so present as in those beings with 
whom reside beauty itself and the paradigm of goodness? Espccially, 
since the compound expression “beautiful and good” is most appro- 
priately used of them, in whom unity and goodness are the same. 


And Zeno was nearing forty at the time, tall and graceful in appearance; 
and it is said that he had been the favourite of Parmenides. (127b) 


Such was Zeno, perhaps, in bodily appearance, “‘tall and graccful in 
appearance,”’ but far more so in respect of his discourse. For what Par- 
menides had uttered in an intricate and concentrated style, Zeno un- 
folds and transmits to us in extended discourse.** This is why the 
Sillographer® calls him “double-tongued,” as being at the same time a 
refuter and an expositor. If he had becn ‘“‘the favourite of Parmenides,” 
clearly it is because they used the same path of ascent to one and the 
same god, since this is characteristic of the genuine art of love. So, 
again, this erotic tie is given a mention because it accords with the pur- 
pose of love to unify plurality about participation in the divine. And if 
you wished to take things on a still more comprehensive level, you 
could say that even in the gods themselves the inferior beings are con- 
tained in the primary and that all of them are absolutely united to 
Being® from which they all get their origin and extension, and you 

® Cf. the discussion of this point at In Tim. I, 102. 3ff. 

53 That is, the Pythagorean systoichia, as set out by Aristotle at Met. A, 986a22if. There, 
however, “light” and “dark” are listed, but not “black” and “white.” 

* A possible indication that Proclus has before him a document purporting to be the 
Forty Logoi of Zeno. See Intro., p. xx. 

55 Timon, ft. 45D; cf. note 16 above. 

* Cousin’s reading év for the Ms dv (Latin ens) is misguided. Parmenides in analogous, 


not to the One, but co the One Being, the monad of the noctic realm (cf. above, 628.21. 
and below, 689.26ff.). 
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would not, I think, be going beyond the truth with respect to them. 
But what comes next? 


He said they lodged with Pythodorus outside the city wall in the Cera- 
meicus. (127b) 


Their lodging with Pythodorus should be taken as a symbol, for 
those who pay attention to the paradigms, of the fact that the gods pri- 
marily revcal themselves through angels and in the rank of angels. A 
man’s housc is an indication of his rank, and “outside the city wall” ex- 
presscs the transcendent and incomprehensible nature of the gods. As, 
then, in the house of Pythodorus they all appear gathered together, 
some from the city and others from abroad, so also among the angels 
both the gods that govern the cosmos and the intellectual gods reveal 
themselves and become known to us through their essence. 

So much for the substance of this passage. As to its language, the 
phrase “with Pythodorus” is quite Attic. He could have said, “He 
lodged with me,”’ for Pythodorus who says it is speaking about him- 
self; but it may be that Antiphon is sometimes quoting Pythodorus and 
sometimes speaking in his own person, and “with Pythodorus” could 
be something he put in from his own perspective. “Outside the city- 
wall in the Ceramcicus”’ is a clear reflection of history, for the Cera- 
meicus was divided into two parts, one outside and one inside the wall. 
The men coming to Athens were avoiding the crowd and hence lodged 
outside the wall. Nor is this surprising, for they are there not to be with 
a crowd of people but to participate in a festival. Naturally then, they 
lodged outside the city because of the crowd inside. The Pythagoreans 
deprecated the use of the high roads and thought it honourable and dig- 
nificd not to mix with the multitude. That the men from Elea are out- 
side the city where those who want to sce them must come to them, 
while the men from Clazomenae are inside conferring in Melite with 
the man who is imparting to them the wisdom of the other groups— 
this could symbolize the transcendence of the primary powers to their 
intermediaries, whercas the lower agencies are surrounded by them; 
and these circumstances, when joined with all that we have said earlicr, 
would reveal nota little similarity to the rcality of things. 


Socrates and many others with him came there desiring to hear the work 
of Zeno, for these visitors had brought it to Athens for the first time. Soc- 
rates was quite young. (127c) 


We can see here with whar extraordinary intelligence and zeal Soc- 
rates seeks out these inspired men, and how different are his reasons for 
going to meet wise men than those that take him to the Sophists. He 
goes to the Sophists to convict them of ignorance and vanity, but 
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comes to these men to elicit their wisdom and knowledge. It is with 
such a disposition that he meets Timaeus; and so also he appcars here, 
leading, as it were, a troop of lovers of philosophy. Desire brings them 
all, but it is through him and his company that their desirc is fulfilled. 
These details, like the foregoing, are likenesses of divine things. The 
young Socrates leading the young—this is almost what Plato proclaims 
in the Phaedrus (246c): the great leader Zeus heads the proccssion and is 
followed by a train of gods and daemons. Intellect everywhere has the 
office of turning back and leading upwards to the source of things, and 
it draws back along with itself the multitude of its dependents. Socra- 
tes’ being young is a symbol of the youthfulness ascribed to the gods. 
Zeus and Dionysus are called by the thcologians “boys” and “young 
men” (“although you are both young,” says Orpheus)>’, and in general 
the intellectual order, when compared with the intelligible and the pa- 
ternal, is called “young.” 

Their desire to hear the reading of Zeno’s composition indicates 
symbolically that the third order of beings up there participates first in 
the intermediary powers and later joins the upper extremes and keeps 
company with the samc intelligibles. Written works occupy a rank sev- 
eral degrees removed from knowledge. Hence Socrates makes his as- 
cent in due order; first he listens to the reading of the treatisc, next takes 
part in the discussion, and thirdly grows into unity with them in 
knowledge. For discourse proceeds from knowledge, and writings are 
the images of discourse. 

That this is the first appearance of these writings shows that they 
contain something sacred and divine, for being published at the feast of 
the Panathenaea they become an ornament corresponding to the Pan- 
athenaic Robe in the spectacle. These writings in fact have somewhat 
the same aim as the Robe; as the Robe portrayed the victory of Athena 
over the Giants, by which she subdued the separate cosmic powers and 
made them all dependent on her father, so the discourse aims at attach- 
ing the entire multitude of beings to the One Being, showing how 
when devoid of unity the universe fills with disorder and truly Gigantic 
confusion. Socrates is established as being a young man, so that he may 
be easily moved to remembrance of the divine, but well-cndowed, so 
as to be keen-witted in raising objections. Pythodorus says (130a) that 
Socrates surprised him by his objections to the arguments of Zeno, and 
that he easily. and without affectation partook of the truth thcy pro- 
fessed. And if Zeno is the onc who reads the treatise—does this not 
show both his benevolent disposition and the powers of those inter- 

37 Fr. 207 Kem, which is, however, quoted at Jn Tim. II, 311.3 of Dionysus alone, in 


the form xainep t6vn véw Kai vptiy eikaivaoT. Here we have a dual, referring to both 
Zeus and Dionysus. 
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mediaries among the gods through which they reveal themselves to 
those immediately dependent upon themselves? For they reveal them- 
selves at the lowest, as well as at the middle and highest Icvels of un- 
derstanding, and these levels are symbolically represented by the writ- 
ings, the discourse, and thc thoughts. 

At this point in the narrative some persons ask whether philosophers 
should read their compositions to othcrs, as Zeno does here, and if they 
do so on occasion, they want them to restrict their reading to what 
their hearers can understand, to avoid what Plato experienced, it is 
said, when he announced a lecture on the Good.* A large and miscel- 
laneous crowd gathercd to hear him; but as he read, they did not un- 
derstand what he was saying and left him, a few at a time, until even- 
tually almost all had Icft the hall. But Plato knew this would happen 
and forbade his associates to prevent anyone from leaving, for thus 
only those who understood would hear the reading. But the hearers of 
Zeno’s words were qualified, especially Socrates, as is shown by his 
being the only one of them that raised questions after the reading was 
ended. 


Zeno himself read it to them (Parmenides happened to be out), and had 
almost completed the reading of the arguments when Pythodorus, as he 
said, came in and joined them, accompanied by Parmenides and Aristotle, 
the man who later was one of the Thirty; and they listened to the remain- 
ing part of the composition, though Pythodorus had himself heard Zeno 
read it before. (127c) 


In these words also Plato has given us a marvellous picture of divine 
matters, and anyone who is not blind to analogies can see the images of 
a lofty doctrine here. In the first place, that Parmenides was not present 
at the reading of the arguments themselves from the beginning, but 
only as they were being completed and rounded out, is a symbol of the 
fact that the superior divine causes reveal themselves to the beings be- 
low them at the moment when their participation in the beings next 
above them is complete, and not before. For how could beings unable 
to participate in the intermediaries ascend to communion with the pri- 
mary? As Zeno’s arguments arc being completed, the great Parmenides 
appears. With him are Pythodorus and Aristotle. Pythodorus is a dis- 
ciple of Zeno, and Aristotle is in a sense ranged with Parmenides, for 
he (later) helps him manage the hypotheses by playing the part of re- 
spondent only. For Parmenides will sclect him, as the youngest of 
those present, for this conference on lofty matters so that, as he himself 

™ The story is relayed, from Aristotle, by Aristoxenus, Harm. Elem. U, 30-31 Mei- 


bom. Proclus’ version, however, makes Plato look a good deal less foolish than was-At- 
istotle’s intention in originally telling it. 
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will say, he will not obstruct the enquiry by raising difficulties but will 
submit to the role of mere respondent in the dialectic. 

What then does this indicate, and why is Aristotle ranged by the side 
of Parmenides as his assistant, and Pythodorus with Zcno (ahead of 
Socrates, for he has heard the reading before), while Socrates is ranked 
with the two wisc men to clicit the wisdom of Parmenides and raise 
objections to Zeno’s arguments? 

Parmenides is an analogue, as I have frequently said, to that principle 
which is everywhere first in the divine realm (whether it is the One 
Being, or the Intelligible, or whatever else you please to call it), and is 
present in all the orders of deity and in each of the gods. Thus Parmen- 
ides, as he fills all of them with his inspired thoughts, is acting in imi- 
tation of that order which has structured everything, from the highest 
to the lowest. Acting from such a summit, or mean, or totality, he 
himself perfects Zeno in knowledge, and Socrates also, through the 
combined influence of himself and Zeno, just as in that upper region 
the third level of being proceeds both from the highest and the middle 
levels. And Pythodorus he perfects also, though no longer through 
himself alone; for his power of giving extends beyond the rcach of 
Zeno’s power and activity, down to the very lowest type of disposi- 
tion; just as the generative function of Being is morc extensive than that 
of Life. 

Zeno, then, is directly filled from Parmenides and provides filling to 
Pythodorus, as his disciple, and in a different way to Socrates, as his 
fellow inquircr, the first prior to Socrates and the latter after him, when 
he can participate not only in Zeno, but also in Socrates. For in the di- 
vine realm the intermediate level functions before its successor and 
moves through all things, giving a bare capacity to even the lowest of 
the beings that participate in itself; and it perfects this capacity after it 
has perfectcd the capacity of beings immediatcly dependent on itself. 
Hence the “‘earlier participation”’ indicates the imperfect impression of 
the first principles made when thcy are acting before the secondary or- 
der of beings, and the “second participation” indicates the perfection 
of the impressions which is brought about through the secondary and 
adjacent beings. Socrates is the third member that completes the triad 
pervading all the numbers, and he corresponds to Intellect, or what- 
ever you choose to call it.“ This is why he first learns from Zeno and 
through him is brought into contact with Parmenides himself, just as 
among the gods the Intellect in each is directly filled with a divine Life 


® An application of the principle that the influence of higher entities extends further 
down the scale of being than that of those inferior to them. CE. ET, prop. 57, and Dodds’ 
note ad loc. 


© That is, Intellect as the third moment in the noetic triad of Being, Life, and Intellect. 


69 


69 


69 


1 


nN 


BOOK I 


by which it is unified with the intelligible principle itsclf and with its 
own foundation in Being. Pythodorus, a disciple of Zeno and also a 
participant in the productive difficulties raised by Socrates, corre- 
sponds to the revelatory class of divinities; for the gods make angels 
lower than the intermediate and tertiary powers, not just than the pri~ 
mary, for these are the progenitors of gods. 

Aristotle is ranked as analogous to the souls which are often led by 
enthusiasm to join with the higher beings but later fall away from such 
blessed associations. (For it is not unusual that a soul which at one time 
is inspired by the gods should later choose a life that is “dark and god- 
less” [cf. Alc. I, 134e]). But he gets his filling from Parmenides alone, 
since even among the gods it is characteristic of the higher beings, 
through their superfluity of powcr, to give even to such souls as these 
some share of divine light. Thus the theologians" cal] the intellectual 
life Cronian, not Jovian, although the access to it is through mighty 
Zeus. For just as Zeus, being filled from his own father, is drawn to 
him as to his own intellectual principle, and also draws those beings 
that are below him, so also is it that, although souls make their ascent 
in company with Zeus, yet that higher life of the gods fills both the in- 
termediate and the tertiary orders of being and eventually even the 
souls that are inspired by it. Don't marvel that divine beings stand in 
this relation to one another. Among philosophers themselves you can 
observe, if you like, how the more perfect and competent are produc- 
tive of benefit to more people. For Cebes, or Simmias, benefits himself 
alone, or at most another who is like him, but Socrates docs good both 
to himself and to them and to Thrasymachus. Cebes would not be able 
to cure the madness and effrontery of that Sophist, but Socrates re- 
stores his mind to order and persuades him that justice is more pow- 
erful than injustice. So therefore Parmenides, being the most compe- 
tent, helps even that member of the company who has the least 
aptitude. Plato indicates the weakness of his capacity by calling him the 
youngest of the group, which is a symbol of his undeveloped nature, 
and by adding to the words about him that he later became one of the 
Thirty. From this we draw the plausible analogy between him and 
souls who are at one time inspired and live with the angels (just as Ar- 
istotle here madc his entrance with Pythodorus), but later lose the ca- 
pacity to do so. Pythodorus adheres to his own principles and com- 
municates the conversation to others, just as the whole class of angels 
always remains beneficent, filling even secondary beings with a share 


* Probably an interpretation of an Orphic utterance, but its exact provenance is not 
obvious to me. Cousin’s reference to Ia Tim. II, 262.9Ff. (319d) is quite inapposite- 
There Kpé:ov means “proper to Saturn” (the planet). 
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of the divine. But Aristotle, from being a philosopher, becomes a ty- 
rant. For souls that follow the life of philosophy through some acci- 
dental relationship, not from their intrinsic nature, sometimes desert 
their post and are borne towards the place of generation. Tyranny is 
taken as a symbol of the life of becoming, for it is brought under “‘the 
throne of Necessity” (Rep. X, 621a), agitated by passion and unstable 
discordant impulses. The rule of the Thirty Tyrants over Athens is it- 
self'a representation of the dominance of the earth-born or Gigantic life 
over the goods of Athena and the Olympians. The truc warfare with 
the Giants takes place in souls: whenever reason and intellect rule in 
them, the goods of the Olympians and Athcna prevail, and the entire 
life is kingly and philosophical; but whenever the passions reign, or in 
general the worse and carth-born elements, then the constitution 
within them is tyranny. When then Plato says that this man was one of 
the Thirty Tyrants, he would appear to be saying the samc, in fact, as 
that he is an analogue to souls which are at one time inspired and at an- 
other time join the earth-born and subject their lives to the meanest of 
tyrants, their passions, and thus become their own tyrants. Perhaps the 
philosopher also intends to show by these words that it is possible for 
the same soul co display a varicty of lives, that a soul at one time phil- 
osophical may become at another time tyrannical, and again may 
change back from the tyrannical to the philosophical life. In general the 
tyrannical element is characteristic of souls that aim at greatness, or 
dignity, or power. So Socrates in the Republic (X, 619b) describes the 
souls that return from heaven as choosing, for the most part, the life of 
a tyrant; for when they were up there they traversed the whole of 
things in their revolutions, and of this they retain a memory when in 
their choices they go after power and tyranny. But so much for that. 


[Let us now summarise briefly the theory contained in the preceding pages 
and then undertake the exposition of it.@ We said that the men who have come 
to Athens from Clazomenae are souls who have been stirred up to move from 
Nature to Intellect. They need to be united with genuine reality and make the 
ascent up to the gods. For there is the harbour of souls, and from thence comes 
the fullness of benefits, descending in an appropriate manner upon all the 
classes of divine beings and upon all souls that are striving to attain to Intellect. 
Before making contact with the divine beings themselves, they encounter the 


& This passage is something of a mystery. It occurs in the 3 tradition and in the Latin 
translation, but not in the @ tradition (in Klibansky's terminology, In Parm. VIL, pp. xxx- 
xxxix). It does not sound like a later interpolation. so there seen to he two possibilities: 
(1) that @ has been abridged and rewritten (because of poor legibility of the exemplar’); 
or (2) there was a double tradition in the archetype (going back to Proclus himselt?). But 
in the latter case, onc would expect more similar passages. Support for the former pos- 
sibility is afforded by the text of 661.9-23, wherc the © text is plainly abridged and lacu- 
nose. 


71 


694 


695 


BOOK! 


agencies that are near to them, for thcir ascent must take place through inter- 
mediaries. They are said to encounter these before they have reached their per- 
fection and before they have all escaped from the plurificd way of life, but 
while stil] ‘tin the market-place.” Then through these intermediaries they come 
in contact with certain good daemons through whom their restoration to the 
intellectual realm is brought about. But this meeting takes place no longer ~‘in 
the market-place,” but ‘‘at home,” since it results from their more perfect fel- 
lowship. Once arrived at this point, they cling eagerly to their proper guides 
and are filled with intellectual power from them; and being filled, they behold 
the ranks of the angels, which reccive their filling from the gods and in turn fill 
the daemons with divine Forms and intellectual reason-principles, and being 
further strengthened by them thcy behold the threefold, all-perfect orders of 
the gods; and then, in company with the angels, they behold the inspired souls 
that are engaged in the dance about reality. Hence they become imitators them- 
selves, to the extent of their abilicy, and are attached to the gods. 

This is, in brief, what may be got from the matters in the prologue, if we 
undertake an examination of it by means of analogical interpretation. But now 
let us consider the significance of the words that follow. |] 


When Socrates had heard it all he asked that the first hypothesis of the first 
argument be read again; and when it had been read, said, “Zeno, what do 
you mean by this?’’ (127d) 


You see how elaborate is the order of ascent. First, Socrates examines 
Zeno’s thought in the composition, then tests the force of his argu- 
ments, and thirdly advances to the knowledge itsclf which he has in his 
mind. After the reading, he stirs him up to discussion, and he does so 
by showing that he himself has sufficiently understood the composi- 
tion, for it is absurd to rush on to higher matters before one has fully 
understood the lower ones. He shows this by viewing the whole com- 
position as a unity. But when he has sccn it thus, he docs not react im- 
pulsivcly or precipitatcly as a young man might, nor does he immedi- 
ately advance objections. He begins by asking the author of the work 
what is the first hypothesis of the first argument, both in order that he 
may know more preciscly what its purpose is and not appear guilty of 
impetuosity in objecting to it, and also so that the absence of difficulties 
at the start and the existence of agreement before the apparent refuta- 
tion begins may put the whole confcrence on a basis of concord. Zeno 
has put forth many arguments, forry in all. Socrates takes up one of the 
first of them and objects to Zeno that it is propounded too eristically 
and too much in the context of natural science. The argument was this: 
If things are many, the same thing will be like and unlike; but it is im- 
possible that the same thing should be both like and unlike; and there- 
fore things are not many. This first argument as a whole consists of 
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two hypothetical propositions with a minor premises and a conclu- 
sion. Socrates asks to hear the first hypothesis of the first argument, 
namely this: “If things are many, the same thing will be like and un- 
like.” For this is one of the three hypotheses. The second is, “If the 
same thing is not like and unlike, things are not many.” The third is the 
minor premise, “It is impossible that the same thing should bc like and 
unlike.”” Both the two hypothetical propositions and the minor prem- 
ise are called hypotheses, and from them the asserted conclusion fol- 
lows. Socrates, as we said, asks to hear again the first of the three hy- 
pothescs; and Zeno, being a philosopher, reads it, undoubtedly with 
some claborations, and thus provides the starting point for the ensuing 
discussion. When Sophists read a composition in public they are an- 
noyed with any who attempt to test it; if the crowd at first oppose 
them, they are unwilling to give a justification of what they have said. 
This is not the way of the true philosopher; he will gladly repeat the 
same words two or threc times, and he allows anyone who is able and 
willing to raise objections to what he has said. So when the first hy- 
pothesis has been read, Socrates summarises the entire argument, 
showing Zeno the comprchensiveness of his mind, his acutcness and 
capacity for clarifying obscure staternents, and in general his fitness for 
further instruction, that is, his ability to hold together a plurality of 
ideas, to grasp the truth firmly, and to expound the hidden meaning of 
the higher doctrincs. 


“Tf beings are many, they must be both like and unlike; but this is clearly 
impossible; for it is impossible that unlike should be like or like unlike. Is 
this not what you say?” “‘It is,” said Zeno. ‘‘Therefore if it is impossible 
for unlike to be like and like things to be unlike, it is impossible that being 
is many; for if it is many it would have impossible characteristics.”’ 
(127d) 


Socrates has set forth the whole argument quite clearly and suc- 
cinctly, having accurately identified this hypothesis and scen the pur- 
pose of the argument as a whole. You can sec each ofits parts. We have 
the first hypothesis at the very beginning, thc second after Zeno’s as- 
sent, the minor premise in “‘but this is impossible,” and the conclusion 
in “it is impossible that being is many.” Zeno develops cach of these 
parts at length, but Socrates analyzes the syllogism as the logical ex- 
perts do, taking the premises in their technical form and forming them 
into a figure. 

Now there may be some who would apply Stoic pedantry to so im- 


* Zuvnpyévov, the normal term, originally Stoic, for a premise in a hypothetical syl- 
logism. 
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portant an argument as this,“ and ask whether an impossible conclu- 
sion can follow from a possible premise, dragging into the discussion 
the premise “if Dion is dead” and the conclusion “this man is dead” 
and say that the premisc is possible because our inner representation is 
indeterminate where names are concerned, since names refer alike to an 
existent and a non-existent subject. Burt the conclusion, they would 
say, is impossible, because our inner representation uses the demon- 
strative pronoun to denote a definite subject. According to these peo- 
plc, therefore, the premise “if Dion is dead” is possible (for it comes 
true), but the conclusion “this man is dead” is impossible, for it can 
never be truc, the demonstrative pronoun being used only to point to 
a definite cxisting person. 

Now if anybody mentions such puzzles, which have already been 
dcalt with sufficicntly by the Peripatetics,® it will be easy to refute him, 
One only has to explain the ancient rule about hypotheticals, according 
to which only those hypotheticals are truc in which when the antcced- 
ent is, the consequent must of necessity be, as has been laid down by 
Aristotle. If this rule is kept in mind it is clear that the hypothetical 
which runs “‘if Dion is dead, this man is dead”’ is not true; for the first 
part is indeterminate and true of a dead person. the second part, how- 
ever, determinate and only truc of a living and indicable person. These 
matters, however, really belong rather to Logic. 

For the present we only assume this much (as is proved both by this 
and by Zeno’s other arguments): that it is impossible for the many to 
exist without the One. Starting from here, we find a short way to the 
first principle.® It is necessary cither that the first principles are many, 
without participation in any unity whatsoever, or that they arc one 
without plurality, or that they are many participating in unity, or that 
they are onc containing a plurality in itself. Now if they are many de- 
void of unity, all the absurdities follow that Zeno’s arguments allege 
against those that say beings are many without unity. Jf they are many 


& This whole passage, down to ‘These matters, however, belong rather to Logic,” is 
given in its full form only in Moerbeke’s translation, the Greek MSS in both traditions 
(= and ®) preserving only an extremely truncated and elliptical version. See on this Kli- 
bansky, In Parm. VII, pp. 80-81, (with xi and 99), The Greek is not obviously lacunose, 
however, and it is possible that Moerbcke is amplifying here, in order to clarify an ob- 
scure reference, but it seemed best to include the fuller version in the text. For the passage 
1 borrow, with permission, from the translation of Elizabeth Anscombe (ap. Klibansky, 

81). 
i ss be Alexander of Aphrodisias In An. Pr. 177. 19-180.12 CAG, a text that Proclus 
almost certainly was familiar with. Chrysippus is the author of the problem discussed 
herc. See M. Frede, Die stoische Logik. 87-88. 

For Aristotle’s doctrine, see An. Pr. 1, 15.34a5fF. 

* The following argument is found more formally in the opening propositions of ET 
(props. 1-6). 
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but participate in some unity, then that unity, being participated in, has 
come to these principles from some other entity existing prior to itself, 
for every particular unity is derived from the absolute unity. And if the 
principle is one that contains a plurality in itself, it will be a whole com- 
posed of the many parts contained in it, or of elements. But this is not 
truly one, but has only an accidental unity, as we learn from the Sophist 
(245a); it is not yet simple nor self-sufficient, as a principle should be. 
Therefore the principle of all things must be one without plurality. 
This is the conclusion ofall Zeno’s arguments; but we will expound his 
first argument more precisely when Socrates moves his objections to 
it. For the present let us say only that Socrates is the copy of the para- 
digm he imitates, revcaling himself and his thought to Zeno and ap- 
pealing to his knowledge. For in the divine world the infcrior principles 
depend on the intermediates for their entire activity, and by unfolding 
their own powers are filled from above with the more complete goods. 


“Then is this the aim of your arguments, none other than to maintain val- 
iantly, against everything that is said, that things are not many? And you 
think that each of your arguments is a proof of this, so that you consider 
you have as many proofs that things are not many as the number of the 
arguments in your book? Is this what you say, or have I misunderstood 
you?” “No,” said Zeno, “‘you have correctly understood the aim of the 
entire composition.”’ (127e) 


Socrates continually asks the author of the arguments whcther he has 
given a fair and acceptable account of his thought. Incidentally this 
gives a good rule for the guidance of those who undertake to question 
the views of their elders—that before doing this we should ascertain 
their meaning as accurately as possible, lest we inadvertently meet their 
arguments with empty words, in the sophistic manncr, and miss the 
sense of the elders’ opinions. Socrates observes the proper measure 
with respect to both the person and his arguments, for he praises the 
arguments in a friendly way and their author as a doughty combatant. 
This is shown by “‘maintain valiantly,’ a phrase most appropriate to 
Zeno’s hypothesis. Parmenidcs had already installed himself in the 
One, and in contemplating the monad of all things paid no attention to 
the plurality and its dispersedness. Zeno, on the other hand, was escap- 
ing from plurality to the One. The former, then, is like one who has 
been purified and raised up and has put away the plurality in himself, 
the latter like one who is being raised up and is in proccss of putting 
away plurality. Of him it is true that he has not been completely sepa- 
rated from plurality and thus “combat”’ is a fitting term. For what is 
still extricating itself from obstacles has not attained to the quiet life, 
nor what is fighting plurality to the perfect rest in the One. This com- 


75 


699 


BOOKI 


bat against plurality makes the combatant himself a plurality because 
he touches plurality in his thoughts. It appears also that the phrase 
“maintain valiantly’ means to Socrates to arrive through a number of 
arguments at the same negative conclusion, namely that plurality is not 
possible apart from unity. For he likens the path chrough negations to 
a combat. It is thus that he exhorts us in the Republic (VII, 534c) to make 
our argument for the good, “‘as in a battle,” meaning that we can only 
grasp it through negative conclusions. Likewise here “valiant combat” 
is significant; it shows that the One also is known through such nega- 
tive mcthods, since battle to him indicates negations, both there and 
here. 

That cach of the several arguments is complete in itsclf and is de- 
monstrative of the conclusion is a property of scientific reason. Often 
we arrive at a single conclusion from several arguments, and then none 
of them is sufficient by itself. This is illustrated by what Socrates says. 
in the Phaedo (77c): “If we put these two arguments together, the pres- 
ent one and the earlicr, the argument from opposites and that from 
reminiscence, they demonstrate that the soul remains after the death of 
the body, and also necessarily exists before entering into it.” Thus they 
divide between them the two parts of the conclusion demonstrated, for 
neither of the arguments by itself is sufficient to establish what is dem- 
onstrated when they are combincd. But it sometimes happens that a 
particular argument is complete; for example the demonstrations of 
immortality in the Republic, the Phaedrus, and the Phaedo—cach of them 
is adequate and they do not complete each other. Socrates means then 
that the forty /ogoi of Zeno arc of this character, each of them alone 
being sufficient to establish the conclusion, and hence the arguments 
are equal in number to the proofs. 

If | may express my opinion, it appears to me that these circum- 
stances also preserve the analogy with the divine order. For Being 
abides there in union with the One; and from it the life-giving Intellect 
and the intellectual power of souls proceed forth into plurality; and plu- 
rality is summoned back to unity and in the intermediate order there is 
more plurality than in the primary. For all things there exist as unities; 
for all rcason-principles and powers are se]f-sufficicnt, each being head 
of its own plurality which it attachcs to and unifics with the One, re- 
ferring them up to the fundamental monad of all things. The same 
thing could be said of the intellect which is participated but universal; 
it assembles cach particular intellect in the universal and unparticipated 
Intellect, being of many species as compared with the unparticipated, 
but differing from particular intellect in that it is more universal. It is to 
these levels that we found our personages to be analogous, onc of them. 
to the One Being, another to the order of Life, and the other to the or-. 
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der of Intelligence. And of those in the intelligible order, one is analo- 
gous to the universal and unparticipated Intellect, another to the uni- 
versal and participated and another to the particular intellect. 


“Tsee, Parmenides,”’ said Socrates, “that Zeno here aspires to be one with 
you not only in personal affection, but also in his writing; for in a sense he 
has written the same thing as you, but he has changed it and is trying to 
deceive us into thinking he is saying something different.” (128a) 


Again we should note the order of ascent; Socrates, having associ- 
ated himself as closely as possible with Zeno, dirccts the argument to 
Parmenides and joins himself to him through the medium of Zeno, us- 
ing Zeno as a pretext for his approach. These relations have been 
clearly shown by the theologians to exist among the gods. Are not di- 
vinities in the third level attached to the primary gods, through inter- 
mediaries, however, and because of them? For it is from the middle 
agencics that they acquire the power to comprehend the first princi- 
ples. We should notc not only that he joins the more perfect by means 
of what is less perfect but ncarer to him, but also that above all he wants 
to see their unity. For it is thus that Intellect looks at Life and Being as 
one; and attaching itself to Life, when it sccs the unity of Life and 
Being, it attaches itself also to Being. So it is that every individual in- 
tellect, when it sees the unity of participated Intellect with the unpar- 
ticipated, turns through the one to the other; and it is clear which is the 
one through which it moves to the other. How then does Socrates per- 
ceive this unity? First of all by observing their way of life, for Zeno was 
the favourite of Parmenides, as was said earlier; and secondly, thcir 
doctrines. For similarity begins with life and cnds in doctrine, and it is 
logical, then, that he should indicate their fellowship on the basis of 
both similarities. For the faculties of the soul are twofold, those of liv- 
ing and those of knowing. When there is similarity of beliefs, it is pos- 
sible that there should not be similarity of life; and when there is simi- 
larity of life, not similarity of belief; but among men of science there is 
always similarity in both respects. Their common life provides the ba- 
sis for fellowship in affection, but the profession of a common doctrine 
results from an agreement in beliefs. Hence Socrates’ encomium of the 
two men is properly based upon both their lives and their doctrines. 
This similarity of doctrine and unity of life belong most to the divine 
beings, of whom these men arc likcnesses; and this unity of the gods is 
hidden and escapes attention, and only intellect sees it. Hence Socrates 
says that Zeno is trying to deceive everybody into thinking they are not 
saying the same things, but he sces the identity of their doctrines. Per- 
haps this also would be a fitting rule for younger men to follow, that if 
they wish to support their elders in a controversy they should go at the 
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topic in a different way. As Plato says in the Laws (II 661c; cf. VIL 
81 2bff.)®, pocts must always preserve the metres of virtue that move 
the soul to action but change their harmonies and rhythms; 


for the song 
Wins ever from the hearers most applause 
That has been least in use, . . . 


as the poem says (Homer, Od. I, 351-352). So these arguments must be 
presented in another framework and under a different arrangement, in 
order to divert the attacks of the more contentious critics without de- 
parting from the truth of the doctrines. For this reason, then, when 
Parmenides says that Being is onc, Zeno shows that it is not many, em- 
ploying a variety of arguments, but chiefly that the consequences of 
plurality are self-contradictory, i.e. the same thing wvill be both like and 
unlike. 

Parmenides remained on the plane of intelligible dialectic by using, 
“as was his custom” (Tin. 42e), intuitions about the intelligible world. 
Zeno, however, began his hunt for the One Being by a secondary kind 
of dialectic, more eristic in character. Its function is to discover what 
hypotheses destroy themselves—for example, the assertion that no 
statement is true, or that every assumption is false—and what hy- 
potheses are refuted by others, either by their consequences, or by their 
not agreeing with hypotheses previously accepted, as a geometer re- 
futes this or that statement becausc it does not agree with its first prin- 
ciples, or because it is refuted by its consequences. For some hy- 
potheses are refuted because they lead to contradictory consequences, 
such as that the same thing is both like and unlike; and some only by 
another proposition, for example that the same thing is a horse and a 
man. Zeno constructed his arguments by this sort of dialectic, which 
combines propositions and notes consequences and contradictions; but 
Parmenides directly perccived the unity of Being by using Intellect 
alone, i.e, that intelligible dialectic which has its authority in simple in- 
tuitions. Hence Zeno descends toa plurality of arguments; Parmenides 
relies upon an intelligible intuition of reality, ever the same in kind. 
Socrates therefore naturally says that in a sense che two men are saying 
the same things and doing so undetected. For the unity among the gods 
is not to be expressed in words and is hard for lesser beings to grasp; 
likewise the community of thought among good men escapes those 
not acquainted with them. Indeed the affection that unites them has a 

*8 This is unexpected. The reference scems to be to this passage of Laws II, not VIL 812b 
as Cousin suggests, but it is no part of Plato’s purpose there to advocate change or in- 


novation in musical matters, though he might in fact tolerate variation, if the subject 
matter remained strictly the same. 
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great affinity with the Pythagorean life (for the Pythagoreans made 
friendship the end of their life together and directed all their efforts to 
this end) and with the whole subject of this dialogue. For unity and fel- 
lowship come to all things from the Onc, the inferior beings ever 
united with their supcriors, being grouped together around their he- 
nads, and these around the One. 


“For you say in your poems that the All is One and for this you advance 
proofs in beautiful and goodly fashion; but he on the other hand says it is 
not many, and himself brings forward many and lengthy proofs. For one 
of you to say it is one, and the other that it is not many, ard for each of 
you to speak so as to seem not to be saying the same things, although what 
you say is almost the same, this way of speaking of yours appears to be 
above us hearers.” (128ab) 


To say simply that being is both one and many is the safer procedure. 
For everything after the One has at once the mark of plurality. But 
sometimes it has a hidden unity of kind, sometimes it reveals a glimpse 
of its own plurality, sometimes the plurality has already gone forth, 
and its going forth is now in one way, now in anothcr, with not the 
same kind of differentiation in all cases. But since the monad is evcry- 
where prior to plurality, all beings must be attached to thcir particular 
monads. In the case of bodics, the whole that precedes the parts is the 
whole that embraces all separate beings in the cosmos, although itself 
one and continuous. Among natures there is onc universal nature that 
exists prior to the many, and it is through this that the particular na- 
tures, though contrary to one another, are often converted to unity and 
sympathy by the effect of the whole. With souls the monad of souls is 
elder in rank to the many; and all converge upon it as to a center, the 
divine souls coming first, next their followers, with the attendants of 
these followers coming in third, as Socrates has portrayed it for us in 
the Phaedrus (247a). Likewise among the intellects, the one universal 
unparticipated Intellect, emerging first from the beings that exist in 
unity together, generates after itself the entire intellectual plurality and 
every indivisible being. There must exist, then, prior to all beings thc 
Monad of Being, through which all beings qua beings are ordered with 
respect to one another—intellects, souls, natures, bodies, and every- 
thing else that in any sense whatcver can be said to exist. Let the tran- 
scendent cause of unity, then, be the One; nevertheless each thing, in 
so far as it is one, is unified by that. And we scek to know of them, in 
so far as they are beings, what sort of monad they have which embraces 
and unifies them; for every number is connected with its correlative 
monad, from which it has its being and its designation, not synony- 
mously nor by chance and at random, but as derived from a unity and 
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related to a unity; so that all beings are actually derived from a single 
monad which is and is called primarily Being, by which they exist and 
are named beings according to their respective ranks; and from this 
monad all beings are sympathetic with one another and are in a sense 
the same, as holding existence from the One Being. 

It is to this unity of all beings that Parmenides was looking when he 
demandcd that we call the All “‘onc,” primarily and most truly the All 
which is united with the One, but also the All generally: for all things, 
in so far as they participate in the Onc Being, axe in a sense the same as 
onc another and one. And Zeno was looking to the same hearth and 
source of beings, and it was while looking towards it that he con- 
structed thesc lengthy arguments of his. Not chat he explicitly posited 
the One Being, nor that his main purpose was to demonstrate it 
through his composition; his destruction of the many was only a kind 
of preliminary initiation into his master’s teaching, although in posit- 
ing that things are not many he directs his argument towards the One. 

Again in “what you say is almost the same’”’ the reservation in “al- 
most” is justified; for the one wrote in verse, the other in prose; the one 
spoke to the thesis proposed, the othcr to the denial of its contradic- 
tory; and the one used the highest form of dialectic, that which exam- 
ines realities by simple intuitions, the other an inferior form that pro- 
ceeds by synthesis and arguments. The onc is like intellect, for it 
belongs to intellect to contemplate Being since primary being is the ob- 
ject of the highest intellect; the other is like science, for it is its function 
to consider contradictories together and to admit the truc and reject the 
false. Onc of them has ‘‘advanced proofs in beautiful and goodly fash- 
ion,” and he who has been led up to real Being itself necessarily has his 
soul filled with the beauty and goodness there; and this is the ‘“‘beautiful 
and goodly fashion.” For the proofs of his thesis werc intellectual, in 
accordance with their inherent charactcr, “whole, simple, and un- 
shakeable,” as Socrates says (Phaedr. 250c). The other used “many and 
lengthy proofs,” for hc moved forward into developments of argu- 
ments, into combinations and differentiations, expounding and un- 
folding the unitary and compact insight of his master. It is therefore fit- 
ting that somewhat earlicr, when describing the physical appearance of 
the two men, we spokc of Parmenides as “handsome and good to look 
upon,” and Zeno as “‘tall,"’ and “‘nearing forty,” for these are also sym-~ 
bols of their words. ‘Handsome and good to look upon” is changed 
here to ‘‘in beautiful and goodly fashion,” and ‘‘tall’’ to “lengthy,” al- 
most as if Plato were proclaiming that among the gods all things are in 
harmonious symphony—their form of life, their doctrines, their visi- 
ble forrns. For each of these imitates the All, and in the All, appearances 
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are images of invisible qualities, and there is nothing in them which is 
not a likeness and symbol of the intelligibles. 

It is natural that the unity of these inspired men cscaped the notice of 
the multitude. For in the first place, they cultivated to an extreme the 
obscure and esoteric style, like the riddling responses of the Pythian or- 
acle to its inquirers; and in the second place their different mcthods of 
teaching concealed their inner unity and agreement, and this again is a 
likeness of divine things. If we look at the partibility of enmattered 
forms, at thcir divisions and masses and oppositions to one another, we 
might think the invisible divine kinds also have a similar extensibility 
and an cqually great divisibility. So it belongs to the higher and more 
intuitive soul to sce that indivisible being is the foundation of the divis- 
ible and that extensions all come from the unextended. The eycs of the 
multitude are not naturally made to endure looking at the divine unity 
(cf. Soph. 254a-b). If one looks at the provinces assigned to the gods, 
through which the beings in che cosmos participate in them, secing the 
sun in one place, the moon in another, the earth here, he would surely 
think, unless hc were expert in knowledge of the divine, that the gods 
themselves are separated in this way from one another. But it is not so. 
The gods are set over extended things in an unextended fashion and 
over pluralized beings in a unitary fashion. As, then, in the case of the 
gods their unity is unapparent and incomprchensible, so also with these 
inspired men; the unity and identity of their thoughts is “above. us 
hearcrs,” as Socrates says. But sec now what Zeno replics to these re- 
marks. 


“Yes, Socrates,” said Zeno; “but you have not altogether sensed the truth 
about this composition.”’ (128b) 


Neither is plurality anywhere uncoordinated with the Onc, nor is it 
divided from itself, nor is the One without offspring and devoid of the 
plurality belonging to it; the One is the leader of secondary monads, 
and every plurality has the unity appropriate to it. For all the pluralities, 
intelligible and intellectual as well as those in or above the cosmos, are. 
attached to their own monads and ordcred with respect to one another. 
And the monads in their turn arc derived from the one monad, so that 
the plurality of monads is not divided from itsclf, nor a mere plurality 
devoid of unity. For it would not be right that the causes that unify 
other things should themselves be divided from onc another. The life- 
giving agencies are not lifeless, nor the intellectualizing agencies with- 
out intellect, nor the beautifying ones ugly; they have life, and intellect, 
and beauty, or some quality even highcr or more divine. So that the 
monads that unify other things must themselves have unity with one 
another, or something superior to unity. But there is nothing more di- 
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they themselves are necessarily unified, for things participating in the 
One acquire unity. And if they are unified, whence comes their unity? 
From nowhere clse than from the One. Thus all the many henads must 
be derived from the One, and from them the pluralities are derived, 
both the primary pluralities and the ones that succeed them; and always 
those that are further away from the Onc are morc pluralized than 
those that precede them, but even so every plurality has a twofold 
henad, one that is immanent in it and one that transcends it. 

Look at this first in the casc of the Ideas; sce how Man, for example, 
is double, onc transcendent and one participated; how Beauty is two- 
fold, a beauty before the many and a beauty in the many; and likewise 
Equality, or Justice. Hence the sun, the moon, and each of the other 
forms in nature has a part that is outside and a part that is in itself. For 
the things that exist in others, i.c. the common terms and the forms 
that are participated, must have prior to them that which belongs to 
itself—in a word, the unparticipated. On the other hand the transcend- 
ent form which exists in itsclf, because it is the causc of many things, 
unites and binds together the plurality; and again the common charac- 
ter in the many is a bond of union among them. This is why Man him- 
selfis one thing, anothcr is the man in the particulars; the former is eter- 
nal, but the latter in part mortal and in part not. The former is an object 
of intellection, the latter an object of perception. Therefore as each of 
the kinds is double, so also every whole is double. For the kinds are 
parts of wholes, and the unparticipated whole is distinct from the par- 
ticipated. The unparticipated soul is onc thing, the participated an- 
other, the former tying together the plurality of souls, the latter gen- 
erating the plurality, And the unparticipated intellect is distinct from 
the participated, the latter introducing the intelligible plurality, the for- 
mer holding it together. Hence the unparticipated being from which all 
beings come, including the whole number of them, is different from 
the participated, which also is one being; the former is elevated above 
beings, the latter is participated in by beings.° 

Hence at every level of things we must think of a transcendent henad 
and another henad accompanying the plurality; and then, after doing 
this, think of plurality as such, not participating in its own henad (not 
that there is anything of this sort in reality, but because this notion also 
must be entertained for the moment because of Zeno’s doctrine). For 
Parmenides was looking at Being itself, as we said earlier, the tran 
scendent summit above all things in which being is primarily revealed. 

“ The principle that “at the head of every order of beings is the unparticipated monad,. 


before the participated” is basic to Proclus’ metaphysics (cf. ET, props. 21, 23, 67-69, 
101), but seems to originate with Jamblichus (cf. In Tim. fr. 54 Dillon). 
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Not that Parmenides ignored plurality in the intelligible world; for it is 
he who says “being is nigh unto being”’ (fr. 8.25); and again, “It is all 
one to me / Wherc I shall begin, for I shall come back to it again (fr. 5); 
and elsewhere, “Equal in weight from the center’’ (fr. 8.44). All these 
phrases show that he posits many intellectual beings and an order 
among them of first, middle, and last, and an inexpressible unity. He 
is not unaware of the plurality of beings, but sccs that all this manifold 
proceeds from the One Being, for that is the source and the hearth of 
all, the secret center from which things are derived and on which their 
unity depends. Just as the divinely inspired Plato himsclf knew the 
many intelligible living kinds and supposed that their unity and incon- 
ceivable compass lay in the Animal Itself, monadic and unique of its 
kind, and did not think that its unity annihilates the plurality of animal 
kinds, nor again, because there is plurality, that there is no being prior 
to the plurality; so also Parmenides knows that intelligible plurality 
proceeds from the One Being, that prior to the many beings there is 
this fundamental One Being in which the plurality of the intelligibles 
has its unity. It is therefore far from true that he had to deny plurality 
because he posited the One Bcing—he who in the passages above sup- 
poses that beings are many; rather in saying thar the many get thcir 
being, whatever it is, from the One Being, he rightly regards this causc 
as sufficient and so declares that Being is One. 

That the One being must be prior to plurality you can grasp by a log- 
ical procedure, as follows. ‘“‘Being”’ is used either homonymously in all 
its applications, or synonymously, or as indicating predicates derived 
from and relative to one thing. But it is impossible that it is used ho- 
monymously, when we say that onc thing “‘is’’ morc and another less; 
for more and less are not applicable to things that are named homony- 
mously. And if “One Being’’ is used synonymously of each of the 
things there arc, or if it is used as derived from and relative to one thing, 
it necessarily follows that there is some being prior to the many beings. 
Or we may follow another procedure, more scientific, such as that in- 
troduced by the Eleatic Stranger in the Sophist (243bff.) when contend- 
ing against those who asserted that beings are many. If beings were 
many, they would necessarily be different from one another, as many; 
but as beings they would be the same. And this sameness of being must 
be present in all of them from something else, or from one of them 
transmitted to the others. If one of them transmits it to the others, this 
one would be primarily being, and the others would have being be- 
cause of it; and if it comes from something outside, this would be the 
prior being which gives to all of them their participation in being. 
There is still a third, more theological starting-point, as follows. 
Everything that is participated and exists in others, its participants, has 
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its access to being from the unparticipated. What is participated be- 
comes pluralized along with thc things under it, becoming a part of 
each of them and sharing its own essence with the realities that partic- 
ipate in it. But the pure and unmixed beings that exist in themselves are 
fundamentally prior to particulars that exist in things other than them- 
selves. 

If all this is true, the One Being necessarily exists prior to the many; 
and from this, Being in the many has its reality, in which they partici- 
pate. And as the unparticipated exists prior to both what participates 
and what is participated, so what is participated is the necessary inter- 
mediary between the unparticipated and the things that participate. 
How otherwise could the beings that participate be what they are 
called, if they have nothing in which they participate and which is.a 
part of them? Therefore, that which is participated by the many beings 
is not the only Being, but prior to it is the unparticipated; neither is 
there only the unparticipated, but after it comes what is participated 
and distributed among the many beings. Now Parmenides, as I have 
often said before, seeing this monad of being transcending the plurality 
of beings, calls being one, separating from it the plurality of things that 
proceed from it. But the multitude, contrariwise, seeing only the many 
separated things, made fun of his doctrine, bringing up sticks and 
stones and diverse animals and plants, even things that arc contrary to 
one another, such as heat, cold, black, white, dry, moist (cf. Soph. 
246aff.). They did not scc how these are one, but looking only at their 
differences and their plurality without unity, they ridiculed the man 
who championed their unity. For since each of them was himself a 
multitude, they delighted in plurality, but he, being one, was at home 
with the henad of being. Zeno did not have to look directly at the Par- 
menidean thesis. He refuted the doctrine of the many which sees only 
the multitude of scattered particulars, and by refuting it led them to the 
one in the many by showing them that if they separated thc many from 
unity, a host of absurd consequences logically follow. But if, on the 
other hand, they called ‘‘many” these chings that participate in the one 
being that is in them, they would respect the Parmenidean doctrine that 
introduces the transcendent One Being, since the participated gets its 
reality from the unparticipated, the immanent from the transcendent. 
This was what set the multitude against Parmenides, their not being 
able to observe this intermediary, ] mcan the onc in the many. When 
this middle term in things is seen, it is sufficient to persuade us that Par- 
menides’ doctrine is true. For participated realities arc second in rank to 
the unparticipated, as we said, and things that cxist in others are sub- 
ordinate to things that have their reality in thernselves. [t is in this man- 
ner that Socrates usually leads us to the hypothesis of Ideas, arguing 
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from the common characters existing in the many to the primary cffi- 
cient causes that are prior both to the many themselves and to their 
common characters. Hence the people who reject Parmenides’ doctrine 
are subjecting themselves to infinity and dispersedness in things; and 
Zeno, in showing up this illogical move, refers them back to the onc in 
the many, to that one in which the many directly participate, and thus 
shows the way to Parmenides’ thought, for the way upward to the 
transcendent causcs leads from the unities in the many. 

So Socrates was right in thinking that Zeno had the same purpose as 
Parmenides, both in his life and in his writings, but not right in think- 
ing that Zeno meant the same thing by “not many” as Parmenides 
meant by “one.” For Zeno’s “not many” Icads us to the one in the 
many, not to the one that is prior to the many; so that he was demon- 
strating the immanent one, the other the transcendent onc. “Not 
many,” then, is not identical with the One itself, but with the one in 
the many. He showed that when this is takcn away, to say “many” is 
absurd; therefore in saying ‘“‘not many” he is adding the factor whose 
absence enables him to refute the hypothesis of the many. This is the 
meaning of Zeno’s admirably perspicacious statement that Socrates has 
not altogether sensed the truth about his composition. Those who 
think they have demolished Socrates’ remark by adducing the dyad, 
which they say is not many and not one, are really out of their minds;” 
for the dyad everywhcre—among the gods, among the intellects, in 
souls, in natures—is the principle and mother of plurality; and the cause 
of plurality is itself, in a way, causally”! plurality, just as the onc, the 
cause of unity, is causally one. In general the dyad is exactly what it is 
called, a dyad; but it docs not cxist when deprived of unity, for every- 
thing that comes after the One participates in the Once, so that the dyad 
itself is also in a sense one, and therefore both unity and plurality. But 
it is a unity as participating in the One, and plural as the cause of plu- 
rality. These critics, then, assert that it is neither plurality nor unity, 
but we say it is both unity and plurality; its plurality is onc in form, and 
its unity is productive of duality. 


“Although you are as keen as a Laconian dog in picking up the scent and 
Sollowing the track of my arguments, . . .”” (128c) 


Inthe Republic (II, 376a), too, Socrates, mentioning the dog, says this 
animal deserves to be called philosophic. Here Zeno adds ‘‘Laconian,"’ 
which gives Socrates the character of a hunter, clearly a symbol of “the 


® Itis hard to see who could seriously produce this objection except a hostile Neopy- 
thagorean commentator, of the type of Moderatus, unless perhaps the objection is sim- 
ply that ‘two’ is neither a unity nora plurality, in which case the field is far wider. 

1 Kor’ eiréev. A technical term for Proclus, cf. ET, prop. 65, and Dodds’ note ad loc. 
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hunt for being” (Phaed. 66b). Symbolical also is “following the track,” 
i.e. following Zeno’s writings. These writings being, so to speak, the 
traces of the writer’s thought, Socrates pursues and hunts down the 
precise meaning of what the writer says. And “picking up the scent” 
appropriately expresses the acuteness of the thinker in discovering the 
path of the argument. From all this it is clear that Zeno admires Soc- 
rates’ keenness and ability, is stirring it to activity, and correcting it as 
it misses the truth. You see also how relevant these details are to the 
paradigms of these personages. Parmenides abides in the transcendent 
One, Zeno projects the many on the One, and Socrates turns back even 
these many to the Parmenidcan One, since the first member in the 
every triad is an analogue of rest, the second of procession, and the 
third of reversion, and the reversion rounds out a kind of circular path 
connecting the end with the beginning. So Socrates, with his ‘“‘not 
many,” ascends to the Parmenidean Onc; while Zeno, guarding his 
own middle position, both respects the thesis of Parmenides and per- 
fects the opinion of Socrates. He makes these relations clear in his en- 
suing words, as follows. 


“Nevertheless you are first of all mistaken in thinking that my writing, 
whose purpose was exactly what you say it was, made any lofty preten- 
sion of deceiving the public into thinking that something great was being 
worked out. What you mentioned is one of the incidental consequences.” 
(128c) 


Loftiness, grandeur, and secrecy he in fact assigns to the argument of 
Parmenides, with respect to the matter with which it is concerned. For 
the transcendent One Being is truly an august object, as ensconced in 
unity; it is great, as possessing an incomprehensible power, and secret, 
as remaining inexpressible and inscrutable at the summit of existence. 
These are characters that the object itself has primarily, and the dis- 
course about it secondarily; the discourse is lofty, and for this reason, 
it is great; it goes beyond the usual vein and is therefore august; it is 
enigmatical and therefore secret. But it is the discourse of Parmenides 
that has these characters; that of Zeno, as its author himself says, is not 
in any way as august as the other, for its solemnity is derivative, just as 
the “tone” about which it teaches us is secondary to the transcendent 
One. Nor is its author, as he says, working at anything as great as Par- 
menides’ enterprise; for the latter is aiming at the most causal of all 
causes, at the most ancestral of causes, if you will. Nor was it its inten- 
tion, he says, to deccive the multitude; for he wished to lead people 
from the fragmented plurality to the immanent unity in pluralities. 
From all this it is clear that Zcno’s composition is not as inspired as that 
of Parmenides, nor so recondite and august as to lead the hearer from 
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the Many up to the transcendent One Being. In a way it reveals this 
One Being, but its immediate purpose is to effect the transition‘from 
plurality to the One Being immanent in the Many, but since in a way 
it also reveals that Parmenidean One Being, it is natural that he should 
add: “‘What you mentioned is one of its incidental consequences.” “‘For 
[am not discoursing,”’ he says, “about the One as such; but it happens 
that to those who reflect upon my thesis that other reality, which is in- 
accessible to the multitude, makes its appearance.” This is why it is 
Socrates’ custom, as we said a little earlier (711), to busy himself with 
the definitions of things, asking, ‘‘What is Justice?” ““What is Beauty?” 
“What is Holiness?” For definitions are of the common characters in 
particulars and of the henads in which the particulars participate. When 
we have occupied ourselves with these henads we can easily proceed to 
the transcendent causes themselves of these common characters; hence 
it happens that those who have studied these common characters find 
the transition from them an easy one. For everyone would be con- 
strained to ask, “Whence come these common characters? Whence 
come the natures of these universals (for what is in this particular is not 
also in another)? And what then makes it the samc in each, and what is 
the unity in which it participates?” So that as they continue to inquire, 
they get sight of the monads that exist of themselves. 

So much for these matters. Ifit is clear that Zeno distinguishes in this 
passage between what is per se and what is incidental, what room is left 
for the comment, ‘‘But Parmenides did not yet see this distinction,” 
which a crude critic has directed against him.”? 


“Tt is indeed true that these writings are a kind of aid to Parmenides’ dis- 
course against those who try to make fun of it by saying that if it is One, 
many ridiculous and self-contradictory consequences follow for his doc- 
trine.”’ (128c) 


These phrases come from a philosophic soul; they are utterances of 
an understanding accustomed to honour things higher than itself. Is 
there any mark of gratitude that he has omitted, or any due measure of 
honour that he has not fulfilled? First he calls Parmenides’ Poem “dis- 
course” (logos) but his own teaching “writings.’’ The discourse is a 
unity, the writings area plurality; and the former is paradigm, the latter 
images. Inasmuch, then, as the one is greater than plurality, and the 
paradigm superior to the copy, so Parmenides’ Poem is shown to be 
greater than Zeno’s teaching. Next, he says of those who sct them- 
selves against his teacher not that they refuted his word but that they 

® This is a quotation of Aristotle Phys. I, 3.186232, the conclusion of an objection be- 


oad os 8623. Proclus uses against Aristotle the epithet doprixas, a favourite of Aristotle 
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ridiculed it, which is the worst of villainics. As Socrates says in the Re- 
public (X, 606c), “you will end up by becoming a comedian.” For, in 
gencral, comedians attacked those who were more venerable and dis- 
tinguished than themselves, such as generals, philosophers, or orators. 
This again shows how majestic and superior are the words of Parmen-~ 
ides. In the Philebus (49c), too, he says that to ridicule is shameful and 
springs from weakness. Thus the shamefulness and weakness that are 
comic are characteristics of those who see plurality, abandon unity, and 
are simply swept away by the divisions and separations in things. Zeno 
is not even satisficd with ‘make fun of,” but adds “‘try to,” thus dou- 
bling their weakness; this also goes with men whose minds are en- 
slaved to plurality. So that if being a comedian is the mark of a feeble 
soul, to try to be one and to fail is a double weakness in him, since his 
failure comcs about through a defect both in intention and in skill. But 
Zeno cxalts his teacher, and to the description of his works as an aid, he 
adds “‘a kind of”; and he says that it is an aid to Parmenides’ words, not 
to Parmenides himself (for what nced had he of an additional support? 
the writings of Zeno are a way towards clarifying his discourse), like 
one who says “aid the altars of the gods,” not the gods themselves. 
Then, not even this does he add without qualification, as I said before, 
but by inserting “a kind of’’ he shows that the discourse of Parmenides 
gets its perfect aid from itself in possessing the irrefutability of knowl- 
edge; Zeno’s writings contribute a kind of aid to it in so far as they lead 
us to a clear understanding of it. Just as one might say the lesser Mys- 
teries are a kind of aid to the greater ones, not implying that the greater 
are defective, but that they are revealed more fully because of the 
others. It seems even that Zeno’s composition is not really an aid to 
Parmenides’ discourse, but rather to the people who come to it, the 
very multitude whom he trics to refute. For refutation is a method of 
healing and a way that leads to truth, and Zeno’s writings help them by 
purifying them of their irrational bent towards dispersedness and plu- 
rality. 

So much, then, about these two discourses. What the ridiculous ob- 
jections are that the fun-makers have brought against Parmenides’ ar- 
gument is clear to anyone who has listened to the Peripatetics: dog and 
man are the sane; heaven, earth, and all things are simply one—white, 
black, cold, heavy, light, mortal, immortal, rational, irrational. And at 
the same time they declare one and not-one to be the same. Ifa thing is 
onc because continuous, this same thing wil] be many because divisi- 
ble; if ic is one thing with many names, again it will be many because 
names are a kind of thing. In general, all their crude arguments were 
intended to show Parmenides’ discourse contradicting itself and were 
brought up to upset their interlocutor and reduce him to apparent con- 
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tradictions. These things arouse laughter, as Zeno says, but are not 
worthy of the purity of Parmenides’ thought. 


“This writing is directed against those who affirm the many, and it more 
than repays their attacks; its purpose is to show that the hypothesis of the 
many has even more ridiculous consequences than the hypothesis of the 
one, if we examine it thoroughly.”’ (128d) 


As the gods have a guardian class, as the intelligences have the “un- 
defiled form,” and living beings their means of defence, so Parmen- 
ides’ discourse” has its protective part, the power of dialectic such as 
Zeno here exhibits. This defensive power is present in all the levels of 
being mentioned, beginning with the gods and extending down to the 
lowest kinds. And as these powers of the gods emitted from the pri- 
mary realities reveal to the beings below them the unitary and uniform 
and inexpressible existence of those primary beings, so also Zeno with 
his refutations leads the multitude up to the one in the many and thence 
opens a way to the transcendent itself. Such is Zeno’s aim. Clearly, 
they who assume plurality in itself are likely to suffer “even more ri- 
diculous consequences,” for they are swept away to the region of the 
indefinite and the unordered; they are compelled to admit that the same 
is like and unlike and ncither like nor unlike, the acme of absurdity, and 
that concraries and conflicting treatises coincide with one another. 
This, then, was required to give support to the discourse of Parmenides 
and as a dynamic projection of him and a mediation between him and 
the multitude, analogous to similar offices in the divine hierarchy. 


“In this controversial spirit I wrote it when a young man; and someone 
stole a copy of it, so that it was no longer open to me to consider whether 
or not it should be published.”’ (128d) 


The ethical interpretation, as far as that gocs, is as follows. Writings 
ofa genuinely profound and theorctical character ought not to be com- 
municated except with the greatest caution and considered judgement, 
lest we inadvertently expose to the slovenly hearing and neglect of the 
public the inexpressible thoughts of god-like souls. The human mind 
cannot receive all the contents of Intellect, for there are some things 
known to Intellect but inconccivable by us. Nor do we think it proper 
to putin speech all that we think of, for there are many matters that we 
keep secret and unexpressed, preferring to guard them in the enclo- 
sures of our minds. Nor do we put in writing all that we express in 
speech; we want to keep some things in our memory unwritten, or de- 

3 “Axpavrov eidos, a reference presumably to the &ypavzor deci. 

™* Here, logos must also be given its sense ‘‘reason-principle.” Indeed, throughout this 


passage there is a systematic ambiguity in Proclus’ use of logos, which is impossible to 
tender in translation. 
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posit them in the imaginations and thoughts of fricnds, not in lifeless 
things. Nor do we publish indiscriminately to all the world cverything 
that we commit to writing, but only to those who are worthy of shar- 
ing them, indulging with discrimination our cagerness to make our 
treasures common property with others. 

If you wish also to connect the details of this passage with the divine 
order and speculate on the analogics there, compare the theft of Zeno’s 
manuscript with the theft that Plato tells us of in the Protagoras (321c); 
recall how among the gods gifts arc delivered without deliberate inten- 
tion from the higher to the lower orders of being—for example, im- 
mortality to the mortal, reason to the irrational—and since theft is a se~ 
cret appropriation of another’s goods, how that secret and unintended 
participation in divine goods by inferior beings is called, even by the 
gods, divine theft, since it brings to light things that had been hidden 
among the gods. 

This, then, may serve as an interpretation of these matters. But of 
Zeno’s ‘“‘youth” and of his “‘controversial spirit,” what shall we say if 
we want to relate these details also to the paradigms of our personages? 
Perhaps that youth, being an inferior condition, is comparable to the 
descent from the universal, transcendent, and primarily real Intellect to 
that which is secondary and participated. Of this inferiority youth can 
be taken as a symbol, for in general inferior beings always have the 
rank of juniors as compared to the things above them. Since Time is 
the king of kings, what is causally elder in the divine order becomes 
identified with what is older in time, and that which is secondary in 
rank with what is younger in time. The spirit of controversy is not to 
be interpreted as the cristic temper or as shabby and vulgar conten- 
tiousness, but as an indomitable power that stands guard with acute- 
ness and vigour over divine thoughts and, holding fast to the Olym- 
pian and divine goods, puts down all the earthborn opinions that 
spring up from below. And even the opportune imparting (of Zeno’s 
writing) has a likeness to the appearance on appropriate occasions in the 
world’s history of some divine gift, such as fertility, or the medical art, 
or prophccy, or initiation into the mysteries; or if you wish to look 
higher, it is an image of the transmission of benefits among the gods 
themselves, bringing them from secrecy to the light of day in accord~ 
ance with Time, that beneficent cause that affects all things. 


“This is where you are mistaken, Socrates; you did not see that it was 
written in a youthful spirit of controversy, not in the emulous ambition of 
an older man. And yet, as I said, your likening of it? (to Parmenides’ 
discourse) is not ill-taken.” (128c) 


8 This rendcring of aayxacas is required by Proclus' interpretationofit below. Thereal 
meaning is, presumably, simply ‘‘charactcrise” or “describe.” 
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Zeno contrasts “young” with “old,” the spirit of controversy with 
the passion of rivalry. How, then, and in what manner? “If, as you say, 
Ihad the same purpose as Parmenides, to expound the One Being from 
which all things are, and I, Zeno, had been alrcady advanced in age, my 
motive for writing the book would have been the ambitious rivalry of 
an older man. For why would it have been necessary for mc to write a 
book on this subject when my master had alrcady completed such a 
finely reasoned account of it? To have done so would have been an act 
of jealous ambition. This fecling is always shameful. But since I wrote 
on another topic” as a young man defending the doctrine of my father 
against those who wete trying to ridicule it, you could say that I wrote 
the book in a youthful spirit of controversy. I wrote as a young man 
defending my master against the multitude, not as an older man in jeal- 
ous rivalry of him, as you think, Socrates.” This is what Zeno would 
say. “To speak and write about the same things as.one’s clders without 
adding anything is the mark of an envious man. He who does this 
wants to wear another man’s laurels in order to win praise from those 
who know.” This is the whole thought of the passage quoted. 

In this passage Plato indicates that the powers attached to the pri- 
mary realities know many things that the beings below the gods cannot 
grasp, and also that many of the things they know thcy apprehend 
through other beings who are intermediaries, those other beings scrv- 
ing as curtains by which the most unitary causes are conccaled. And 
Socrates’ mention of the likeness in their themes is correct, inasmuch 
as the discourse of Zeno aimcd at being assimilated to the Parmenidean 
discourse, but being unable to be that discourse itself, becomes like it, 
just as, 1 think, the onc in the many is an image of the one prior to the 
many. So then, Socrates’ likening the discourse of Zeno to that of Par- 
menides is not ill-taken, for there is.a likeness between them. But Zeno 
does not say ‘“‘well-taken,” but ‘‘not ill-taken,” because Socrates did 
not also sce the unlikencss between thcm, the superiority of the onc and 
the inferiority of the other. The relations of these. discourscs to their 
paradigms are appropriatcly presented. Among the paradigms the 
middle terms have a likencss to the firsts, but also a certain unlikeness, 
inasmuch as they have proceeded from them. But the tertiary beings 
contemplate their likeness and their unity, for the beings prior to them- 
selves become for them onc intelligible order. At the moment of their 
knowing and understanding them, the differentiation among the di- 
vine causes and the diversity of their rank appear to them as a unity ow- 
ing to their benevolent purpose. 

% Omitting obBé after &AAov (West.). Otherwise one must translate “since | wrote 
about no other topic,’” but ob88 éya is curiously phrased. The “other topic” would be the 
impossibility of plurality. 
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“I accept your explanation,’”’ said Socrates, “and believe that it is as you 

say.”’ (128e) 

Socrates accepts what Zeno says about the likeness and unlikeness of 
the two discourses; he secs that Zcno’s “not many” does not quite 
bring the argument to Parmenides’ transcendent One, but to the sec- 
ondary one participated in by the many which is a likeness of that other 
One. For everywhere what is participated has its being from the un- 
participated, the mixed from the unmixed, thc one seen in the many 
from the One established above the many, and generally what is in 
something other, from what is eternally in itself. And he believes what 
Zeno says regarding the time and manner of the book’s composition 
and how it was published, viz. that he wrote it when a young man in 
the spirit of controversy, not as an older man secking fame, and that it 
was by a theft that it got out of his hands and was made public (to those 
in Italy, obviously); and now it has been brought for the first time to 
Greece. 

About the relation of these details to the paradigms among the gods 
we have already said enough. Socrates is now about to proceed to the 
objections he has to Zeno’s discourse. In the words that follow we 
must obviously proceed with great circumspection through the objec- 
tions brought up by Socrates. Since Socrates claims to be refuting 
Zeno, we must be especially attentive, on the one hand, to the degree 
to which Socrates’ objections are correct (for it is presupposed that he 
is naturally gifted and comparable in keenness to a hunting dog), and 
on the other hand, to how far Zeno remains unrefuted. And in so far as 
it is necessary that one be mistaken as compared with the other, Soc- 
rates is presumed to be still young and in process of being developed by 
these (older) men, while Zeno is already forty years old and engaged in 
educating Socrates up to the insight of Parmenides; so that if one of 
them must be in error, it is better to make the error proceed from the 
youth and undeveloped mind of the one and not from the other’s 
greatcr maturity and perfection. Socrates, then, begins the statement of 
his difficulties at this point. 
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Book II, which runs from page 721 to page 782 Cousin, covers the 
section of the dialogue from 128e6 (réde 5é pot eiaré) to 130b1 (. . . ert 
Tovs Adyous). It is divided into ten lemmata, most of them quite long, 
and the first one, from 721.29 to 742.15, constituting a sort of intro- 
duction. I have divided it by subheadings. This section of the dialogue 
comprises Socrates’ initial statement of the Theory of Ideas as a solu- 
tion to Zeno’s puzzle about likeness and unlikeness, and the coexist- 
ence of opposites in general. This provides an occasion for Proclus to 
discuss, first, Zeno’s own theory, and then, drawing on the Sophist, 
Philebus, and Timaeus, a series of questions connected with the Theory 
of Ideas, specifically the function or status of the Forms of Likeness and 
Unlikeness, which he makcs into basic structural principles of the 
noetic world. 

First, though, Zeno’s own theory, which Proclus discusses from 
721.19 to 729.38. Zeno, says Proclus, is concerned, as was Empedocles 
before him, to try to lead the mass of men, who were completely dom- 
inated by multiplicity and the illusions which this fosters, to a sense of 
the unity of things, the monads which preside over all multiplicities 
(724.13ff.). The most interesting aspect of Proclus’ exposition of Zc- 
no’s doctrine is that he seems here definitely to be using the document 
to which he has referred in Book 1 as ‘‘the Forty Logoi of Zeno” 
(694.23ff.). Certainly his account of Zeno’s argument on likeness and 
unlikeness is not derivable from the text of the Parmenides. (I have dis- 
cussed this question in a special section of the Introduction, pp. 
xxxviii-xliii). 

Proclus goes on (727.10ff.) to improve on Zeno’s argument by 
showing that a multiplicity of things, as well as being both like and un- 
like, can be demonstrated to be neither like nor unlike. Plurality devoid 
of unity is therefore impossible. 

The fact that Socrates demands that Zeno apply his method to the 
world of Forms has led some critics, says Proclus (727.26ff.), to sup- 
pose that Zeno’s argument contains a fallacy. Others defend Zeno, and 
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claim that Socrates is misunderstanding him. Someone (probably Sy- 
rianus, but seen. 4 below) then comes along and provides a compromise 
solution, arguing that both sides are right up to a point. Socrates does 
not attack Zeno’s argument that a shecr plurality without unity cannot 
exist (taking his assent at 128c5-6 as referring to that!), but merely goes 
on to raisc an ingenious question, starting an inquiry into something 
other than what Zeno has demonstrated. 

This brings us to the Theory of Ideas (729.29ff.). After crediting the 
Pythagoreans with the initial development of the theory, Proclus turns 
to analyzing Socrates’ technical term for an Idea or Form, “‘itself by it- 
sclf”’ (aizd kad" aid). The ‘itself,’ he says, expresses the unmixed 
simplicity and purity of the Ideas, while the ‘by itself” serves to distin- 
guish them from attributes predicated of particular things (r& é7i rots 
Todos KaTnyopovpéva). One may say ‘itsclf” distinguishes the Idea 
from mental concepts (évvorjzara), while ‘by itself” distinguishes it 
from that common element which is in something other, that is to say, 
in a particular object. Both parts of the expression arc thercfore neces- 
sary (731.13-14). 

He goes on now (731.14f£.) to distinguish the Platonic Idea from var- 
ious “inferior imitations,” Epicurcan, Aristotelian and Stoic (presum- 
ably in ascending order of acceptability). All these come into the cate- 
gory of “‘later-born”’ concepts, derivative from particulars, whereas 
the Ideas are prior to, and gencrative of, particulars. However, we may 
borrow some terminology, especially from the Stoics, to produce a def- 
inition of Ideas (732. 2-6) as ‘‘the demiurgic and intelligent causes of all 
things that come into existence naturally, being cstablished as un- 
changeable and prior to the changing, simple and prior to the compos- 
ite, separable and prior to the things that arc inseparable from Matter.” 

He turns from the nature of Ideas in general to the question of the 
particular role of the Ideas of Likeness and Unlikeness in the structure 
of the intelligible realm (732.25-734.20). Proclus takes his start from 
Timaeus 29e, where it is stated that the Demiurge wished all things to 
be as like him as possible. Likeness, therefore, is a formal aspect of the 
Demiurge; but ifso, Unlikencss must be as well, because his creations, 
while being like, must also be unlike himself and each other. So Like- 
ness and Unlikeness are not only Forms; they are cardinal clements of 
the world of Forms. Ultimatély they descend from Limit and Unlim- 
itedness at the henadic level, the former bringing things together, the 
latter presiding over separation and variety. Thus Proclus manages to 
introduce into the realm of Forms an entity, Unlikeness, which might 
be reckoned a Form of a negativity, but which can be viewed as an as- 
pect of apeiria, which is a basic constituent of the noetic realm. 

What, then, is the rank (7&éts) of these two (734.32ff.)? In this con- 
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nection, Proclus sets out a hierarchy of Forms, with at least three levels: 
(1) the most general, such as the megista gené of the Sophist; (2) the most 
particular, such as Man or Dog, which are participated in by sensible 
individuals; and (3) intermediate Forms, such as Justice, which are par- 
ticipated in by certain classes, such as souls, but not by others (in this 
case, inanimate objects). It is into this third class that Likeness and Un- 
likeness fit. These are participated in by most classes, but not by all— 
not, Proclus says, by “the qualityless substratum of bodies, which is 
between Matter and the numerous proximate forms” (735.33-36), sec- 
ondary matter, we may term it. Such stuff participates in the megista 
gené, such as Being, Motion, or Rest, but having no qualities, does not 
participate in Likeness or Unlikeness. Sameness (or Identity) and 
Otherness it will have, but these are more general than Likeness and 
Unlikeness, being in fact the heads of the seirai of which the latter two 
are members. 

It next occurs to him to raise the query whether, as some authorities 
maintain (and as would seem superficially plausible), Likeness is supe- 
rior to Unlikeness, or perhaps the reverse (737.34ff.). There is some- 
thing to be said for the latter view, he concedes, but the weight of Pla- 
tonic authority, especially that of the Philebus (23c) and the Timaeus 
(29e, 33b), makes it clear that Likeness is superior. 

The next question that arises (739.14ff.) is the sense in which Un- 
likeness is the ‘contrary’ of Likeness, since there cannot be contraries, 
in the normal sense, in the world of Forms. The answer is that the ‘nor- 
mal’ sense, which implies the enmity and mutual destructiveness of 
contraries, is applicable only to the sense-world; in the noetic world, 
contraries are complementary. Even in the heavenly realm, indeed, the 
motion of the Same and the motion of the Other are complementary, 
as also in souls. Limit and Unlimitedness, after all, are the ultimate 
contraries, and they form the basic combination that produces all else. 
The contrariety of Likeness and Unlikeness, similarly, is complemen- 
tary and creative. 

He brings the prefatory portion of Book II to an end with a brief 
summing up (742.3-15), and turns to the next lemma. This is 129a2-6, 
and the commentary on it runs from 742.24 to 747.38. He begins by 
giving various reasons why Likeness and Unlikeness are eminently 
suitable examples to pick, since the very process of participation, 
which is what is under discussion in this passage, involves both likeness 
and unlikeness of image to model. This leads to the question, a lively 
topic of dispute in Neoplatonic circles (see n. 20 below), whether only 
sense-objects participate in Forms, or whether there is participation 
also in the intelligible realm. “Those for whom Intellect is one’””—a ref- 
erence, it would seem from other evidence (cf. In Tim. III, 32.32f.), to 
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Porphyry and Plotinus— hold that only sensc-objects participate; but 
“those who hold to a plurality of Intellects” (that is, unparticipated as 
well as participated Intellect)—a reference to Amelius and Iambli- 
chus—raise the question whether lower entitics in the noctic world 
might not participate in higher ones. Why should this be? Proclus be- 
gins by saying that it might seem that no intelligible entity could be 
both an image and a model (which latter it inevitably is), since intelli- 
gibles are indivisible, and this would imply a division of it. But if one 
separates off the intellectual realm proper, the realm of Time (the image 
of Eternity) and of Soul, which has aspects both of model and of image, 
we must recognise that at this level there is participation (744. 34ff.). 
The “‘you and I” of the lemma, therefore, may be taken to refer to our 
souls, relying on Socrates’ assertion in Alc. I, 130c that each individual 
is most properly his soul (746.27-9), while ‘‘othcr things” may be taken 
to refer to sense-objects, of which Otherness is an appropriate desig- 
nation—a nice piece of creative exegesis! 

The next lemma, 129a6-b4, the commentary on which runs from 
748.9 to 760.18, concerns mainly the problem of connexions and dis- 
tinctions between entities in the intelligible world, and the question of 
the individuality of the Forms versus the unity of Nous, which consti- 
tuted a problem within Platonism from the time that Plato first raised 
it in the Sophist. The gencral discussion on this extends to 757.12, the 
last three pages being commentary on the lexis. 

First, an interesting doxography of interpretations of Socrates’ re- 
mark that in his opinion “it would be a monstrosity”’ (répas dv jv) if 
like things themselves (air& r& éuo1w) were to be shown to be unlike. 
The first set of peopic Proclus portrays (with what justification we can- 
not know) as taking encouragement from this passage to propound a 
doctrine that all things were all things, opposites the same as opposites, 
and parts as wholes (749.41ff.). The only class of people known to have 
propounded anything like this who were to any cxtent followers of 
Socrates were Eucleides and the Megarians, who seem to have been 
prepared to employ the verb to be to express identity in order to press 
their claim that all being is one, but it is unlikely that they paid much 
attention to Plato’s Parmenides. On the other hand, a later Platonist, 
such as Porphyry, might have chosen to fit them in here, perhaps 
merely to satirise them as foolishly taking Socrates’ use of teras as com- 
plimentary, and his expression of admiration as scrious. ; 

A second group of people (750,16-35), who assert the unmixed pu- 
rity of the Forms (like the “‘friends of the Forms” of Sophist 248aff., but 
perhaps not identical with these) maintain, reasonably, that Socrates is 
indeed being sarcastic here; while a third group (750.35-751.6) suggests 
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that he is only expressing his doubts on the subject, and neither reject- 
ing nor affirming mixture among the Forms. 

Proclus is surprisingly polite to all these points of view (of xAewot 
kai paxdpot éxetvor)—unless, of course, he is being ironic—but fecls 
that they have not penctrated the full depth of Plato’s thought here. 
Plainly in the noetic world we have the problem, one that Plotinus 
wrestles with so productively (cspecially in such a treatise as Enn. VI, 
7), of how we are to imagine the unity, the all-togetherness of Nous, 
while preserving the distinctness of each of the Forms. There is also the 
problem of the connection of Forms, such as oppositcs, or genera and 
species, with one another. 

It is not clear that Proclus solves these problems, but he gives them 
a good airing, and presents a useful statement of Neoplatonic doctrine 
on the subject. He summarises this doctrine at 755.5-14: 


Consequently we must not suppose that the Forms are altogether 
unmixed and without community with one another, nor must we 
say, on the other hand, that each one is all of them, as has been 
demonstrated. How, then, and in what way are we to deal logi- 
cally with this question? We must say that each of them is precisely 
what it is and preserves its specific nature (i8érns) undefiled, but 
also partakes of the others without confusion, not by becoming 
one of them, but by participating in the specific nature of that 
other and sharing its own nature with it. 


It is best, perhaps, to sce the Platonic Forms as distinct “points of view” 
within an integrated system, each containing the whole, but from a 
unique perspective. If that makes no sense, then it is doubtful if any at- 
tempt to analyse their relationship will. 

When he turns to the details of the text, at 757.13ff., we find a rc- 
markable interpretation of the three statements of Socrates: (1) “. . . 
that, I think, would be a monstrosity’’; (2) (in the next lemma, at 
129c1) “. . . at this [ should be amazed”; and (3) (at 129c3) “‘that, Zeno, 
Ishould remarkably admire.” These seem to Proclus to represent three 
stages in Socrates’ realisation that Forms are indeed involved in mix- 
ture, as well as remaining purely what they are—another striking piece 
of creative exegesis. 

He next notes (758.32ff.) the peculiarity that Socrates, in apparently 
referring to the Form Likeness, speaks of it as “the like themselves” 
(cebre te Sporw, 129b1). Modern critics would connect this with the 
expression auta ta isa in Phaedo 74c and understand it as a studiously 
vague description of “things viewed purely in their aspect of being 
like,” but no such solution is possible for an ancient Platonist. Proclus’ 
explanation is that Likeness is both one and many, since it is composed 
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of “parts,” all of which are like, cven as Intellect itself is composed of 
intellects (759.1ff.). This is an interesting concept, considering that 
Forms are meant to be simple, but what he means by “‘parts” appears 
to be the elements of likeness to be found in all the other Forms, and/ 
or the various “powers” (8vvdjeus) of the Form which produce var- 
ious kinds of likeness at lower levels. 

All in all, the present lemma is an important passage for Proclus’ 
doctrine on the Forms. 

The commentary on the next lemma (129b6-c1) runs from 760.25 to 
765.27. Proclus, as suggested above, secs this passage as containing an 
exhortation from Socrates to Zeno to raise the level of his argument to 
deal with the intellectual realm, and at the same time indicating prog- 
ress in Socrates’ mind: “‘for ‘I should be amazed’ is the expression of a 
mind that, though suspecting the truth, is not yet in secure possession 
of it, as it will be when it has gone further in the study of the question 
and can speak as one who is committed to the doctrine and has seen the 
mode of mixture involved” (761.14-19). 

He actually begins with another reference to Zeno’s original argu- 
ments, not derivable from the text of the dialogue (sce Intro., p. xl). 
This, and the present lemma, lead him to discuss what is the ‘one’ and 
‘many’ that Socrates mentions here, and what is their relation to each 
other and to the likeness and unlikencss mentioned previously. The 
cause of Proclus’ concern is that ‘one’ here might be taken to refer to 
the One itself, which could not in any way be many, nor can it ever be 
said to exist. He must therefore specify that the ‘one’ here is the monad, 
and the unifying power, of the Demiurgic Intellect, and the ‘many’ its 
diversifying and protective power. This in turn provokes the problem 
as to why ‘onc’ and ‘many’ are not mentioned among the greatest gen- 
era of the Sophist (764.3ff.). The answer is that Plato there was search- 
ing for the highest of the many genera and species in [ntellect; ‘onc’ and 
‘many,’ however, are not genera in Intellect, they are Intellect, in the 
sense of being its wholeness and its particularity. They are therefore on 
a higher level than Sameness and Otherness, since the latter are relative 
terms, while they are absolute (765. 6f£.). 

Proclus’ interpretation of the next lemma, 129ci-d6, is dependent 
upon his interpretation of Socrates’ phrase axion thaumazein at 129c3. 
He passes over this long passage briefly, in just three pages (766.9- 
768.24), concentrating mainly on details of the text. Socrates at this 
stage has an intuition that there is communion among Forms, but is 
still in doubt, and the next lemma will indicate the lightening of this 
doubt to hope. His comments on individual phrases are good examples 
of his method, but need no further remark here. 

The commentary on the next lemma, 129d6-e4 (768.34-777.30); 
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concerns mainly the status of Rest and Motion in the intelligible world. 
We begin with a further reference to Zeno’s own work (769.23-770.1) 
and it is noted that “I should remarkably admire” denotes a further 
stage in Socrates’ appreciation of the complexity of the question of 
mixture in the intelligible world. 

The questions he raises about Rest and Motion are what is their rank 
in the intelligible world, and do they participate in one another? The 
answer to the first is that these are both essential properties of the dem- 
iurgic intellect, ‘rest’ representing the eternal immutability of the dem- 
iurgic thought, and ‘motion’ representing “‘the continuous uniformity 
of the demiurgic activity, guarding its creative power” (772.11-13). 
They are, therefore, thoroughly pervasive forces in the realm of 
Forms. 

But do they combine with one another? The view of the Eleatic 
Stranger in the Sophist (255a) is that they do not. Nevertheless, he says 
(773.6ff.), we cannot conccive that Rest could be bereft of that aspect 
of Motion which constitutes activity and life, nor Motion bereft of sta- 
bility and permanence, so that they must participate in each other. All 
the Stranger can mean is that “‘there is more otherness and differentia- 
tion in them than there is in Samencss and Otherness” (773.29-32)— 
that is, presumably, they are morc extreme opposites. He proceeds to 
an enthusiastic discourse on the various types of communion that there 
can be between Forms, synibolised by the sacred marriages between 
the gods described by the theologians—equals with equals, and supe- 
riors reciprocally with inferiors. 

He turns from this to the lexis (776.1ff.) and here discerns in the 
word diairetai a reference to the “undefiled power” (&xpavros 6v- 
vapus) of Intellect while auta kath’ auta he sees as referring to its “im- 
placable power’? (dpeiducros Sivayus), thesc latter being Chaldaean 
terms for orders of gods, adapted to the economy of the noctic realm. 
He sees significance also in the listing of pairs of Forms, and in the fact 
that there is a triad of paits. Their order, too, is carefully chosen. I men- 
tion all this only to give a flavour of his method, not for any light it 
throws on the meaning of the text. 

The commentary on the last three lemmata (129¢4-130a2; 130a3-8; 
130a8-b1) adds nothing of consequence, being mainly concemed with 
reinforcing details of the allegory. It is amusing, however, to notc Pro- 
clus’ view that Pythodorus misunderstands the tenor of Socrates’ re- 
marks and is thus surprised, in 130a3ff., that Zeno and Parmenides are 
not annoyed, because Pythodorus is an inferior entity and thus takes 
Socrates’ comments on Zeno as criticism and irony. We are all inferior 
beings now, I fear. 
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Another interesting detail is a reference to theurgic practice at 
781. 7£f.: 


“And thus Parmenides is moved to address Socrates “‘when he had 
finished.” In this phrase also Plato has given us a divine symbol. 
When a man is anticipating the appearance of the divine, he must 
exert himself to stir up the divine spark within him in preparation 
for participation in higher beings” —by uttering incantations and 
performing theurgic rites, ] would suggest; “but when the illu- 
mination from above is at hand, he must be silent, and this is what 
Socrates docs.” 


All this is in accord with magical practice as revealed in the treatises of 
the Papyri Magicae Graecae, and is evidence of what we know otherwise 
from Marinus’ biography (and from many other passages scattered 
through this and other works) that Proclus practised theurgy. 

The book ends on the encouraging note of Parmenides’ commen- 
dation of Socrates’ acuteness and zeal. Book III will begin with the 
process of the questioning Socrates’ assumptions, which forms the 
substance of the first part of the dialoguc. 
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“But tell me this. Do you not think that there exists a form, Likeness, 
itself by itself, and another form contrary to it which is Unlikeness?”’ 
(128e) 


(i) The Nature and Purpose of Zeno’s Treatise 


We must begin by stating again what Zcno’s argument was, how it 
went, and what truth there was in it; and then give the manner and 
starting-point of the objections that Socrates raises. Consequently it 
must once more be recalled that while Parmenides was clevating all 
beings to the transcendent One Being, withdrawing his thought from 
plurality and dividedness to the monad of the entire plurality of things, 
most people were turned in the opposite direction, being carried away 
by the unruly steed (Phaedr. 247b), and preferred their own plurality to 
intellect and unity. They did not recognise the existence of the One 
Being for a start, but thought that the many separated things simply 
exist and get their access to being without the One; and because they 
thought this, they were of course contemptuous of Parmenides’ doc- 
trine. Supposing that he had posited that Being is one only and had de- 
nied plurality, they took the opposite course of positing plurality de- 
void of unity, despite the impossibility of there being plurality without 
unity. Every plurality comes from a unity, a different onc for each; and 


-all pluralities and bodily masses are held together by the One. Since, 


then, plurality needs the One, and the One has no need of plurality, it 
is better to say that Being is one than that itis only many things existing 
in and by themselves without a share in unity. Parmenides, then, in 
showing that Being is one, also set up the plurality that his critics saw, 
not only perceptible plurality (he gave us this in the section of his poem 
called The Way of Opinion; for this is what he called sense-objects, as 
did also another Pythagorean, Timaeus), but also intelligible plurality; 
for in the intelligible world all the things unified with one another make 
up a divine number. This is what Empedocles saw later, being a 
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Pythagorean himself, when he called the whole intelligible reality a 
sphere (frs. 27.16, 28.2) and says that it converges upon itself by virtue 
of the goddess of love who beautifies and unifies. For, as he says, all 
things, in their love and desire for one another, are unified with one an- 
other for eternity (fr. 17.14ff.); and their love is an intelligible love, and 
their communion and mingling are ineffable.' But the mass of men 
have deserted unity and the monad of things; and their own intrinsi- 
cally divided and unorganised life carries them down into plurality, to 
opinions of all sorts, to vague fancies, to feelings and sensations, to 
physical desires. They accepted pluralitics by themselves without their 
inherent unitics, not seeing how these ““manys” arc dominated, each of 
them, by the monad immanent in them, nor how indeterminate things 
are subject to definite measures, nor how things that are dispersed exist 
fundamentally as sympathetic with onc another and unified through 
participation in common qualities. Failing to see this, they missed the 
truth and consequently ridiculed the Parmenidean discourse and rudely 
dismembcred it. 

It is persons in this state of mind that Zeno confronts, as a monitor 
of the multitude to lead them from folly to reason, and as an ally of his 
master’s teaching. He urges them primarily to rise above these plural- 
ities to the henads that arc in them, to sce how plurality itsclf, though 
it has set out into infinity, is nevertheless under the control of the 
monad of all beings, and each plurality is held together by a henad that 
has come to be in it. His method of persuasion is to take an hypothesis 
that is to their liking, that of the many without unity, for in this form 
their theory is easily refuted; if they had assumed plurality with unity, 
he could not have refuted them. So assuming plurality devoid of unity, 
he constructs his refutations in direct confrontation with their own 
opinion. Parmenides himself makes this clear in the hypotheses, by the 
fact that only by assuming the many as separated from the Onc is he 
able to show that the same thing is like and unlike; but this will be made 
evident in that portion of our commentary. Let us assume not merely 
sensible pluralitics, nor merely intelligible ones, but al] things without 
exception that are called ‘‘many,” cxisting as such anywhere in the in- 
tclligible or sensible orders of reality. For we must not understand the 
argument only as limited to a part of reality, as has sometimes oc- 
curred, some persons asserting that Zeno’s questions are asked with 
reference to intelligibles, others that they apply to the sensible world. 
Nor should we consider only a few of the relevant common characters 


1 For a good discussion of Proclus’ doctrine of Eros, see Gersh, KINH3IZ AKINHTOS, 
app. 1, 123-127. As for Empedocles, cf. In Tim, I], 69.23f£., where Proclus presents the 
theory that Empedocles’ Sphere of Love is actually a description of the intelligible world! 
Admittedly, Empedocles does say of it, at fr. 17.21, ‘rhv ob vig dépxev.’ 
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present in all pluralitics, however constituted. An inquiry such as Ze- 
no’s is part of a more complete and authoritative science; it applies the 
same method to all things of like species and sees analogies every- 
where. Whether, then, it be a plurality of intelligibles, or of scnsibles, 
or of intellectual objects, or of objects studied by discursive under- 
standing, let them all be included for the present. We have, then, to find 
how it is that the many everywhere are also one and do not exist when 
deprived of a unity above them; for if that is so, the same thing will be 
both like and unlike. How, then, and in what way are these pluralities, 
if they are devoid of unity, and by the very fact that they have no share 
in unity, both like and unlike? It is because things that have no share in 
unity and sameness are unlike one another; and again they have a com- 
mon character by this very fact of not participating in a “one,” and 
things that have something identical in common are like. So that the 
same things are both like and unlike. Consequently, if the many have 
no share in unity, by this very fact (I mean their lack of participation in 
unity) they will be both like and unlike—like, as having this common 
character, and unlike, as not having a common character. They are un- 
like because they are so characterized as not to share in a ‘‘one”’; so that 
the same things arc both like and unlike. In short, their having nothing 
in common is common to them, so that the thesis refutes itself. 

Do we necd to say that the things that have been shown to be like 
and unlike are shown by the same procedure to be neither like nor un- 
like? If they do not share in a one, they are quite simply not like, for 
like things are like by sharing in some one character, since likeness is 
unity. And again, if they do not share in unity, this itself will be a com- 
mon character; and things that have a common character are not unlike 
in this respect. So that the many are neither like nor unlike. Conse- 
quently, the same fact, i.e. non-participation in unity, will make them 
both like and unlike and neither like nor unlike. Plurality devoid of 
unity is therefore impossible, since it involves so many absurdities for 
those who posit it. It is a serious thing when contradictories coincide, 
more serious when contraries do, and most serious of all when both 
contraries and contradictorics follow from a thesis. When we showed 
that the same thing is like and unlike, we were establishing contraries; 
when we showed that it is like and unlike and neither, we were adduc- 
ing contradictories, since like and not-like, unlike and not-unlike are 
contradictories. And if you would like to use the dialectic method to be 
expounded later, you could say that likeness follows from saying that 
the many are without a share in unity, and then again it does not fol- 


2 This argument seems to be derived from the Forty Logoi of Zeno, rather than from 
Plato’s Parmenides. See Intro., sec. D. 
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low, when we say it is not-like; and again it follows and does not follow 
when we argue that the many are at the same timc like and not like, and 
also unlike and not unlike. 

But this is a method that we shall practise later.? For the present, now 
that we have learned the movement of Zeno’s thought, we shall re- 
mind ourselves of what was said earlier, that by this method of attack 
we can also show that first principles cannot be many. For assuming 
these principles are many, will they share in some ‘‘one” or not? If they 
do, what thcy have in common will be prior to them, and the principles 
will not longer be many, but one; and if they do not share, this very 
fact that they do not share in unity will make them like onc another as 
having a character in common, and unlike inasmuch as they have no 
common character in which they share. And it is impossible that the 
same things should be both like and unlike in the same respect. Like- 
wise we can prove that the same things are ncither like nor unlike. But 
if they are participating in some “one,” it would not have been possible 
to conclude that they are unlike in respect of their participation in the 
one, but only that they arc like; and in this way we will refute the thesis 
that first principles are more than one. This result is something like a 
porism in geometry that is afforded by this argument, as we said ear- 
lier. 

In this fashion and with this method of argument Zeno showed, as 
has been said, that it is impossible to separate the many from the one; 
he raised up plurality from plurality to the unitics of the pluralities, and 
through them was going on, as we have indicated previously, to ex- 
amine the nature of the transcendent henads of all things; for the im- 
manent monads arc images of the transcendent ones. Socrates, having 
introduced the doctrine of Ideas, positing that common characters exist 
in and for themselves and, having postulated a different plurality in 
them, now demands that Zeno apply his method to the Ideas and make 
it clear that among them the like is also unlike and the unlike like. This 
demand has led some persons to suppose that Zeno’s argument con- 
tains a fallacy and that Socrates is exposing it. They say Zeno argues 
that if beings are many, then in being called many, they differ from one 
another, and so far arc unlike; but inasmuch as they are beings, they are 
like, for being is common to them, and things that have a common 
character it is appropriate to call like. Consequently (they say), Zeno 
uses different criteria for inferring respectively likeness and unlikeness. 
Hence Socrates is justified in objecting and saying that there would be 
nothing remarkable in showing that from different points of view 
things may be both like and unlike, but only if, taking kinds them- 


3 That is, in Book V, 1000.34£f. 
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selves, he had shown that likeness itself is also unlike, or that unlikeness 
is like. Others, however, maintain that Zeno’s argument is scientific 
and free of fallacy and that Socrates has taken it too narrowly. For Ze- 
no’s refutation is designed quite gencrally for intelligibles and sensibles 
alike, and it shows that in neither the intelligible nor the sensible order 
is there a plurality devoid of unity; but Socrates, while accepting the 
argument so far as sensibles are concerned, asks that it be shown that 
among intelligibles themselves the same is both like and unlike, for 
Zeno had said that any plurality not participating in unity exhibits the 
self-contradiction mentioned. 

But recently someone‘ has said that both of them are right. Zeno rea- 
sons correctly and Socrates perceives his intention, viz. that he was 
trying to bring the multitude around from indefinite pluralitics to the 
monads inherent in them, and approves of it (“I accept your explana- 
tion,” he says, ‘‘and believe that it is as you say”’); but he raises another 
ingenious and acute question. If we go above the many immanent 
forms to monads of a different sort, existing of themselves and tran- 
scendently, he wonders how unity of species can be seen also in them, 
and if so what is its source and cause. And on this point it remains for 
Parmenides to be induced to expound the One itself as the cause of 
unity, both in the Forms and in everything without exception that in 
any way has access to being. And what part of Zeno’s doctrine does 
Socrates attack, he asks. Socrates does not deny that if intelligibles are 
a mere plurality, the same must be both like and unlike, nor assert the 
falsity of thc assumption that declares this to be impossible. Anyone 
disputing Zeno would have had to contest either the main hypothesis, 
or the minor premise. But Socrates admits that all things in this world 
consist of contrary forms, but it is about the Forms themselves that he 
wants to know the mode and manner of their combination and scpa- 
ration. This is not to dispute Zeno and his contention that a sheer plu- 
rality without unity does not cxist; rather it comes from one who ac- 
cepts these arguments of Zeno and starts an inquiry into something 
other than what Zeno has demonstrated. Grantcd that all men partici- 
pate in the Form Man which is in them, and horses in the Form that is 
in them, and that all things that are like have in common the Form of 
Likeness and those that arc unlike the Form of Unlikeness. Let it stand 
as a noble discovery that the many must have community with one an- 
other through the monad immanent in them. But let us lift our 
thoughts from them to the transcendent realities that are causes of these 
common characters and (endeavour to) sce in turn whcther or not they 

‘ This reconciling of conflicting exegeses is characteristic of Syrianus (cf. In Tim. 1, 


441. 15f6.; I, 174.13ff), but this secms a rather dismissive way for Proclus to refer tohim 
(normally “our master’). 
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participate in one another, and whether they are unified by participa- 
tion with one another or by there being another unifying cause prior to 
them. Let us then adopt this interpretation as we approach the words 
of Socrates, saying that neither Socrates nor Zeno is in error, but that 
both of them are right; Zeno in his demonstration and Socrates in his 
question; and that the argument has been transferred from the imma- 
nent monads to the transcendent ones, since it is among them that Soc- 
rates wishes to observe Zeno’s skill in demonstration. 


(ii) Brief Survey of the Theory of Ideas 


Such is the purpose of this reasoning. But before touching on the dif- 
ficulties concerning the being of Idcas, Socrates asks Zeno whether he 
assumes that there are Ideas and whether he is one of those who like 
himself recognise this cause; in short, what opinion hc has of them. The 
theory of Ideas existed even among the Pythagoreans; Plato himself 
shows this in the Sophist (248a) when he calls the wise men from Italy 
“friends of the Idcas.’’> But the man who was most eminent and spe- 
cific in positing Ideas was Socrates. From his inquiry into definitions 
Socrates discovered what things arc objects of definition, and advanced 
from them as images to their ideal causes. Consequently, he first asks 
Zeno if he himself posits that the Ideas exist, and regards as primary 
this kind of being that is in and of itself without any other foundation. 
He indicates this character by the phrase “‘itsclf by itself,”” which he 
thinks particularly appropriate since it expresses the unmixed simplic- 
ity and purity of the Ideas—“itself” their unmixed purity as compared 
with infcrior beings, and “by itself serves to distinguish Ideas from 
attributes predicated of particular things. For how could an attribute be 
“‘by itself’ when it has its reality in relation to its subject, when it exists 
as a product of opinion derived from a number of like sensations, when 
it is mixed with secondary notions derived from imagination? And “‘it- 
self’ distinguishes the common clement in particulars, which is the ob- 
ject of definition. This common character is in something other and 
subsists along with Matter, whence itis highly changeable and in a way 
mortal because of its association with what is enmattcred; and yet to 
them he often applies the designation “itself” to discriminate a partic- 
ular kind from the many instances that come under it. But whenever 
he wants to distinguish it not from the individual instances under it but 
from the primary Idcas above it, he uses “itself” of these latter. It may 
even be that here also “itself’’ belongs to them as scparable Ideas, not 

5 This identification is by no means so clear to modern interpreters. The present con- 


sensus seemis to be that Plato is simply referring to his own earlier theory of Ideas (Com- 
ford, pp. 242ff.; Bluck, p. 94; Crombie, Examination of Plato’s Doctrines LI, pp. 4196.) 


106 


731 


COMMENTARY 


as expressing a character peculiar to this rank but as indicating also 
kinds that are participated; while the addition of “by itself” makes clear 
their difference from the kinds that are participated. We must therefore 
refrain from regarding defining concepts or attributes as identical with 
Ideas that exist in themselves, and from speaking of the immaterial and 
eternal Ideas ‘‘standing on the sacred pedestal" (Phaedr. 254b) as the 
same with material concepts of later origin that are filled with diversity 
and relativity. For the former are unmixed, undefiled, and simple, hav- 
ing their foundation eternally in the Demiurge and deriving their pu- 
rity and sanctity from the “implacable divinity’ that has gone forth 
with the Demiurge; while their simplicity comes from the intelligent 
essence of the Demiurge, which is unifying, indivisible, and as the bar- 
barians would say, “the source.” You could then say that “itself”’ dis- 
tinguishes the Idea from mental concepts (for no concept is an “‘itself”’ 
since it connotes the things of which it is the concept, belonging to and 
derivative from things other than itself), and “‘by itself”’ distinguishes 
it from that common element which is in something other, viz. the par- 
ticulars, so that the two phrases together distinguish the genuine Idea 
from both the others. 

In discussing this point Aristotle sometimes says that “‘animal’’ is 
either nothing or a concept of later origin, and somctimes that it is 
either nothing or it exists in the particular animals.” From these alter- 
natives we must exempt the Idea, for the two reasons mentioned. Con- 
sequently, we cannot accept the doctrine of those who say that the 
Ideas are “summaries of pervasive common characters in particulars,”® 
for they exist before the common characters in perceptible things, and 
these (perceptible things) get their common characters from the Ideas. 
Nor can we agree with those who suppose that they are notions in our 
minds, and who therefore raise the question why there arc no Idcas of 
individuals or of things contrary to nature;? for our notions about these 
objects are secondary to what gives rise to them, and arc in us, not in 
him who ordered the Universe and in whom we assert the Ideas cxist. 
Nor do we agree with those who attach them to the “‘seminal reason- 
principles,”"° for the “‘reason-principles” in the seeds are imperfect, 


© *Aneiducros, anyatos, Chaldaean terms. Cf. Or. Chald., frs. 30, 35, 36, 37, 42, and 
above, 647.6ff. Here both epithets are used to characterise aspects of the Demiurge, but 
there are also classes of intellectual divinity with these titles. 

7E.g. Met. Z, 3.1028a30-32; Cat. 5.2a11ff. 

"Possibly the Epicureans, ‘Kededarcpara rov éyrpéxovros Kowov tois moAdois’ 
sounds like technical language. ‘Evrpéxw, at least, is used in this sense by Philodemus, 
De Diis 3.8; De Ira, p. 75 Wilke. 

? This corresponds to criticisms levelled against the Theory of Ideas by Aristotle in 
Met. A, 9.990b8Ef. 

P " Plainly the Stoics, though Proclus’ criticism of the concept of spermatikoi logoi is ill- 
founded. 
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and those that are in the ‘‘Nature” that generates the sceds are devoid 
of knowledge and below even the level of imagination; whercas the 
Ideas manifest the same actuality eternally, for they arc in their essence 
intellectual. 

But if we want to define their special nature in terms more easily 
understood, let us take from the “‘reason-principles” in nature the char- 
acter that their very existence makes them creative of what they pro- 
duce, and from the “reason-principles” in the arts the character of 
knowing what they produce, even though their mere existence does 
not lead to production; and putting these two traits together Ict us say 
that Ideas are at once the demiurgic and the intelligent causes of all things that 
naturally come into existence—being established as unchangeable and prior to 
the changing, simple and prior to compounds, separable and prior to the things 
that are inseparable from Matter. This is why Parmenides continues to dis- 
course about them, until at the end of his arguments (134ce), he calls 
them gods,'' thercby indicating all that we have just said. And here 
Socrates, with his “‘itself’ and “by itself,’ has presented succinctly 
their common character; and the various ways in which I have ex- 
pounded these two terms are only the numerous ways in which he pre- 
sents this common character. So much, then, let us say about Ideas in 
general apropos the question that Socrates raises. But let us add this: the 
word “‘deem”’ (nomizeis) is properly chosen with referencc to the Ideas; 
for it is appropriate that pronouncements about Ideas and doctrines re- 
garding the immovables be something like laws (nomoi), not opinions 
or empty notions. Such realities are not matters of opinion, but have 
their foundation in a higher form of knowledge. It is by intellection 
that we apprehend intelligible objects, but opinable things by opinion. 


(iii) Are There Ideas of Likeness and Unlikeness? 


Next it is fitting for us to discuss Likeness and Unlikeness. We must 
first inquire whether there are Ideas of Likeness and Unlikeness, and if 
so, what is their force. In approaching the question of their reality, we 
shall start from the very words of Plato, spoken by Timacus, who, 
choosing to speak of the cause of the cosmos, refers it to the goodness 
of the Demiurge (Tim. 29c). “‘He was good,” he says, “and the good 
can never be envious of anything—being without envy, he desired that 
all things be as nearly like himself as possible.” If then, as Timaeus says, 
he desired and was able to make everything like himself, he clearly has 
within him the power to bring this about. For what he wishes to do he 


733 can, and of what he can do he possesses the potency in advance, for the 


| Cf. below 830. 18-19, and In Remp. 1, 32-19-20. 
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capable is capable by its potency. There is, then, in the Demiurge a po- 
tency and cause able to liken to himsclf the things that he crcates.!? If 
this is so, there 1s in him an idea of likeness by which he makes his cre- 
ations like himself and one another. But ifso, he must also provide the 
cause of unlikeness to himself on the part of the things created; for it is 
not possible for a likeness to be brought into being unless there is also 
a notion of unlikeness; for without this, Plato says (Crat. 432c), there 
would be two Cratyluses, Cratylus and a likeness of Cratylus. Conse- 
quently, the things brought into being are unlike him, being percepti- 
ble, instead of intelligible; and thcy must also possess unlikeness to one 
another along with thcir likeness. And this, furthermore, accords with 
the will of the ‘‘Father.”’ For the cosmos necessarily comes to be a cos- 
mos from things harmonized with onc another; and every harmony is 
a conjunction of things unlike and diffcrent, a proportion which is, as 
it were, a likeness among the unlike. Necessarily, then, the Demiurge 
has also the Idea of Unlikencss; for he who generated things that are 
subordinate to one another and that consequently differ from one an- 
other also harmonized the whole cosmos by means of Likeness. 
Likeness and Unlikeness, then, are primarily in the Demiurge, or to 
speak more clearly, they have their source in him.!3 This, however, is 
more obvious among the assimilative gods and particularly among the 
“Fathers” in that order of being, as we shall see when we discuss the 
Second Hypothesis. But since the Demiurge is also the unique source 
of their being, obviously the form of Likeness preexists in him, the pri- 
mary unity of the Ideas. For the Demiurge is the monad that cmbraces 
the many divine monads, and the many monads share their properties 
with each other, one giving purity, another likeness, another some 
other character according to the special reality that has been allotted it. 
We must not suppose that, whercas the Forms preexist as causes of the 
things that come into being in accordance with them, there is no dis- 
tinct Idea that causes things to become like and unlike one another, but 
that these are accidents in gencrated beings, whose essences are consti- 
tuted by Forms. For while, on the onc hand, the accidental has no place 
among the realities that create or come to be by virtue of their own 
being, neither, on the other hand, does anything common to particu- 
lars exist without a single cause pervading them all, the cause of which 
each Idea creates of itself the likencss or unlikeness that is produced. 
Consequently the power of producing both like and unlike things must 
belong to all the Ideas. But if this identical power is common to them 
all, likeness and unlikeness cannot be identical with anything in the uni- 
” For this assimilative power of the Demiurge, cf. In Tim. I, 1.10-2.11, where his 


other powers are also listed. 
') piryaiws, 2 Chaldaean term. 
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verse; there are separate causes of all these accidents, causes common to 
all the Ideas in which each of them, according to its special kind of ex- 
istence, participates and thus possesses their power. 

There is then a demiurgic Likeness and Unlikeness, the former anal- 
ogous to the cause of the Limit, the other correlative with the Unlim- 
ited. The former brings things together (which is why he says [132d], 
“The like is like to the like’); the latter is separative, delighting in 
procession and variety and movement, and at the extreme is responsi- 
ble even for contrariety. The essence of cach of them is immaterial, 
pure, simple, uniform, and cternal; and their powers correspond to 
their respective essences, those of the former, as we have said, being 
agegregative, unifying, limiting, and tending to uniformity; those of the 
latter are discriminating, diversifying, leading to indcfiniteness and 
duality. 


(iv) The Rank of Likeness and Unlikeness 


As to their rank, they belong neither among the most general nor 
among the most specific Ideas. By the most gencral I mean those that 
are participated in by all beings, so that nothing at all exists without a 
share in them—for example, Being, Identity, and Otherness, for these 
extend to all things. For what is there without bcing, or otherness, or 
identity? Do not all things have a certain existence, are they not distin- 
guished from others by this very being, and do they not have traits in 
common with other things? Then the common cause of all things is this 
triad, or rather the one monad, as will be clear as we procced. By the 
most specific | mean those Ideas that are participated by individuals, 
such as Man, Dog, and others of the sort. Their ““makings”’ have as 
their immcdiate result the generation of individual unities—Man of in- 
dividual men, Dog of particular dogs, and Horse and each of the rest in 
like manner. | call intermediate those ideas that have wider application 
than these, but are not active in all things. Justice, for example, belongs 
to souls; but how could it be an attribute of bodies, or soulless beings 
in general? What justice is there in the stone, or the piece of wood? And 
yet the activity of Diké extends even here, since she is a goddess and 
contains the cause of these things also; but Justice in itself, apart from 
all other ideas, illuminates only the beings that are capable of receiving 
it, and that is not all things in general. Since, then, there are these Forms 
of intermediate rank between the most universal and the most specific, 
Ict us put with them Likeness and Unlikeness, which are the subject of 
our present consideration. For they are not restricted to one species 
only, such as man or horse, but have a place in all created things; but 
they are not found in all beings whatsoever. Consider that qualityless 
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substratum of bodies which is between matter and the numerous prox- 
imate forms; you will find that it also has being and form and otherness 
and identity. How could it be, without being? How could it have three 
dimensions without diversity? And how could it hold together without 
identity? But Likeness and Unlikeness are not in it, for it is without 
qualities; these are found in things already qualified.'* It is true that it 
has Motion and Rest—Motion because it is in constant change, and 
Rest since it never goes outside its appropriate receptacle—but has no 
differentiating qualitics or powers. It has sameness, but this is irrele- 
vant, for we do not regard likeness and sameness as the same thing 
(Plato distinguishes them, assigning one place to likeness and unlike- 
ness, another to sameness and otherness, as will be clear in the hy- 
potheses), for sameness unites the essences of things, likeness their 
powers; and likewise thcir activities are united by equality and ine- 
quality; for that in the’> world of pure number there are differences of 
swiftness and slowness and equality of velocity, we learn from the Re- 
public (VII, 529d), and there can be intellectual operations of equal 
speed whose type of thinking makes them unifying rather than pluri- 
fying, and operations of uncqual speed which are plurifying more than 
unifying. But these are, as we said, differences in activities, whereas 
those are differences in substance and potency. Things arc identical 
when they have a common substance, similar when they have com- 
mon powers. 

If Likeness is not the same as Sameness, it is clear that Unlikeness is 
distinct from Otherness; and these two powers, Likcness and Unlike- 
ness, are at the head of the procession'® of the two genera of being, 
namely Sameness and Otherness; they accompany them in their 
procession as far as they can, but cease at some point and are unable to 
go with them into all kinds of being. But then if Likeness is not the 
same as Sameness, is it superior to it? For we posit likeness among the 
gods and often speak or write of approaching them through likeness to 
them; but sameness we ascribe to beings as beings, so that, if it exists 
among the gods, it belongs to them by virtue of their substances, not 
by virtue of the henads of their substances. Or else we assume likeness 
in them to be other and different in kind from that which now concerns 
us; and being unable to make clear the unity of the gods and their com- 
munity with one another because of the incomprehensible and inex- 


'* Reading zerovwpévors for sremarnévous (West.). 
i 1S Reading 4 iodts Kai &nodlras on yap) taxos . . . (West.). Cf In Remp. II, 18.1- 


‘6 The verb used here, zporopredw, is generally used by Proclus of daemons in attend- 


ance on their respective gods (e.g. In Tim. 1, 34.9; 369.27), but with the implication of 
leading a procession out and downward from their essences. 
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pressible mode of their existence, we take the likeness found in second~ 
ary things and apply it to them. But not sameness, and that for good 
reason, for the term ‘sameness’ is, we say, a term of essence, whereas 
likeness does not apply to essence. For this reason we thought it appro- 
priate to superessential being, since it does not convey to us of itself the 
notion of essence. But in general, if likeness is superior to sameness, 
everything that partakes of samencss would have to partake of likeness 
also, but things that share in likeness would not all partake of sameness. 
For the powers of the higher and more universal beings extend further 
than those of inferior beings. We sec this with especial clarity in the spe~ 
cies here below; for the more general terms are predicated of more sub- 
jects, in imitation of the superior rank of the primary creative and dem- 
iurgic classes of being. But all things in the cosmos have sameness, but 
not all have likeness; for wherc is likeness in the things devoid of qual- 
ity? Consequently likeness is not superior to sameness; on the contrary, 
sameness is more of a cause and more powerful than likencss, just as, 
by the same reasoning, otherness is supcrior to unlikeness. This could 
not be otherwise. 

We must further ask about these Ideas whether Likeness is superior 
to Unlikeness, as some persons have decided, or on the contrary Un- 
likeness supcrior to Likeness. It would scem that we see likeness in the 
cyclical regressions of things, unlikeness in their progressions. Hence 
as progression is better than regression, so Unlikeness is better than 
Likeness; and if this is so, Otherness is superior to Sameness. Now if 
the first principle were a plurality, it would obviously be necessary to 
assign the primacy to Otherness, for plurality and differentiation are 
akin to otherness. But if the cause of all things is one, clearly the more 
unifying principles will be more akin to the first principle; and those 
causes more akin to the first principle are superior and more honoura- 
ble. So the more unifying principles will be superior and more hon- 
ourable than their opposites. If, then, Sameness is a unifying cause, 
while Otherness is diversifying and a cause of plurality in the things in 
which it appears, it is abundantly clear that Sameness is superior to 
Otherness. And if so, Likeness is superior to Unlikeness. For by anal- 
ogy, as Sameness is to Otherness, so is Likeness to Unlikeness, and 
Likeness is certainly similar to Sameness, as a kind of unity and making 
for unity, and Unlikeness is discriminative and similar to Otherness. 
Furthermore, we can confirm this result in short order from the prin- 
ciples that follow after the One. Socrates in the Philebus (23c) says that 
what comes after the One is the Limit and the Unlimited; that the Limit 
defines and measures and holds cverything together, the Unlimited di- 
versifies and leads to the More-and-Less; and that the Limit is more di- 
vine than the Unlimited. For thus it is, he says, that intellect gains the 
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victory over pleasure, for the former is defined in terms of Limit, while 
pleasure moves in the way of the Unlimited. If, then, Likeness is in the 
column (systoichia) of Limit and Unlikeness in that of the Unlimited 
(and Plato shows that the More-and-Less belongs to the Unlimited), it 
is clear that Likeness necessarily is supcrior to Unlikeness, for the rea- 
son that led Socrates to place intellect ahead of pleasure. Furthermore, 
and thirdly, we say that progression itself occurs more through like- 
ness than through unlikeness; otherwise that which proceeds would 
not revert to its generating cause, if it is unlike it and simply other, but 
in some way it makes its procession while being connected with and 
established in its cause. This is why Timacus made likeness to the 
Demiurge responsible for the whole cosmic creation (Tim. 29e). For 
since it was not possible nor lawful for the thing produced to be iden- 
tical with what produced it, progression comes about in accordance 
with likeness, which is the next dependent on sameness. Why need we 
say more, when Plato has declared this to be the Creator’s judgement, 
that the like is ten thousand times better than the unlike (Tim. 33b), as 
much as what is self-sufficient is superior to what needs the support of 
another. And if in the intelligent judgement of the Demiurge the like 
prevails over the unlike as being the better, it is clear at once that in the 
Forms themselves, which the Demiurge comprehends in himself, the 
former is better, the latter inferior. 


(v) How Is Unlikeness the Contrary of Likeness? 


From this it is clear that Likeness is superior to Unlikencss. But we 
must next consider how it is that Plato calls Unlikeness the contrary of 
Likeness; for it would scern impossible that, being intelligibles, they 
should be contrary to one another. Perhaps, then, we must call con- 
traries not only those that occur in Matter, fighting against and de- 
stroying one another, for these are the lowest and weakest of the 
contraries; and obviously the nature of contraries should not be deter- 
mined from imperfect examples of them. In gencral the purity of 
things is distinct from their strength;"’ the property of strength is strik- 
ing power, that of purity is perfection and competence. It must needs 
happen, then, that contraries are sometimes—in Matter, say—vio- 
lently associated with one another, while elsewhere pure contraries 
come together. In the latter case they will not destroy nor injure cach 
other, but both of them will remain in their specific purity. Contrarics 
in Matter, therefore, are quite different from immaterial contrarics; the 


"’ adodporns, “strength,” in the sense of the strength of an alcoholic drink, for exam- 
ple, or of a fever. The translation “violence” will be required just below. 
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former strike and injure each other, the latter are intangible, pure, and 
conspire together. Again, if you will, think of the successive stages of 
contrariety as four in number; suppose one stage in Intellect, another in 
souls, another in the heavens, and another in Matter. The contrarics in 
Matter are destructive and yield to each other out of their common re- 
ceptacle, and what is occupied by the one cannot participate in the 
other. A white object does not become black except by the destruction 
of the white, nor is the cold made warm without the disappearance of 
heat. But contraries in the heavens naturally coexist. The motion of the 
Same is contrary to the motion of the Other, but the same thing (the 
heavens) is moved in both ways, and when it is moving in one way, it 
docs not abandon the other motion. From this you can infer that the 
ether is immaterial in nature, for in Matter the contrary that formerly 
was there retires at the entrance of the other. As we said, then, the con- 
trarics in the heavenly motions—such as their opposite revolutions, 
their centres, and whatever other contrarieties there are in the powers 
of the heavenly bodies—these naturally exist together, but have been 
allotted existence in an extended subject. But in souls the contraries— 
i.e. the circle of the Same and the circle of the Other, the pair of 
horses—are unextended, yet they are multiple and separate and exhibit 
excursions and gyrations in performing thcir functions. But the con- 
traries in Intellect, being unified to the highest degrce, partless and im- 
material, and constituted as a single form, are creative in company with 
one another; for Sameness creates together with Otherness, and Other- 
ness with Samencss. In sum, the contraries in Matter flee one another, 
those in the heavens coexist, but by accident of the fact that their com- 
mon subject is receptive of both; the contraries in souls exist with one 
another as such, for their essences are in contact; and those in Intellect 
even participate in one another. That is, the procession of the contraries 
begins with participation, moves through contact and coexistence in 
the same subject, and ends in mutual avoidance. 

This shows that we must suppose contraries to exist in the intelligi- 
ble world, and how they can exist, and that contrariety is an imitation 
of the two principles that come after the One; and just as Limit and the 
Unlimited are united with onc another, so also, by participation in 
them, the contraries in the Ideas imitate their transcendent unity. For 
this reason contraries everywhere depend from a single summit (cf. 
Phaedo 60b); just as the Dyad there springs from the One and has its 
being about it. The better of two contraries is an imitation of Limit, 
while the inferior imitates the Unlimited, which is the reason why the 
physicists say that the worse of two contraries is a deprivation of Limit. 
The Likeness is the contrary of Unlikeness, we must establish by re- 
calling, in the first place, that Likencss as such never participates in Un- 
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likeness, nor Unlikeness as such in Likencss. But you could say this of 
other things that are not contraries; for cxample, man does not partic- 
ipate in the Idea of horse, nor horse in that of man; hence to what has 
been said we should add that whatever is receptive of both is unlike 
when it is not like, and like when it is not unlike. This cannot happen 
in the case of things that belong to a diffcrent species; for what is not- 
man is not a horse, nor the not-horse a man. But you could say that the 
principle asserted docs apply to privations. Everything capable of re- 
ceiving a state or its privation is deprived if it does not have the state, 
and if it is not deprived, it has the state. So we must add a third point, 
that it is the nature of this pair to change into each other. This, how- 
ever, could be said to hold of likeness and unlikeness here; let us reply 
to this that also Likeness and Unlikeness there in the intelligible world, 
inasmuch as they are the foundation of all contrarics, are themsclves 
contraries. For if of two contraries onc comes to be from one of the pri- 
mal pair, and the other from the other, and neither from the remaining 
one, it is evident that in their causes too, though in a different way, the 
antithesis exists nevertheless. Inasmuch, then, as the unifying cause is 
the antithesis of the separating causc, the aggregative of the discrimi- 
nating cause, by so much also is Likeness the antithesis of Unlikencss. 
For if their functions arc always and essentially contrary, they clearly 
have a certain contrariety in their essence as well; for they act because 
of their very being and have been allotted activities concurrent with 
their essences. And we have said before how there are contraries in the 
intelligible world. 

Thus we have shown what Likeness and Unlikeness arc in the realm 
of Intellect,'* their cssences and their powers; what their rank is, 
namely that they are intermediate among the Ideas, ranking below 
Sameness and Otherness, neither supcrior to them nor identical with 
them (for the like is unlike the same and the different);!** what is their 
relation to each other, i.e. likeness is more divinc than unlikeness; that 
contrariety exists among the intclligibles and how it docs so; how 
many levels of contraricty there are and their causcs; and finally in what 
sense the like and the unlike arc said to be contrarics. With these mat- 
ters explained we may proceed to what follows. 


“And that of these two Forms you and I and the other things which we 
call “‘many’’ partake? Also that things which partake of Likeness come to 
be alike in that respect and just in so far as they partake of it, and those 
that partake of Unlikeness come to be unlike, while those that partake of 
both core to be both?” (129a) 


" Reading zy vp for &vG@ of MSS (West.). 
% This phrase is omitted in the Latin translation. 
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Socrates’ intention, as we interpret it, was to lead the inquiry from 
the immanent monads to the transcendent and indivisible causes them- 
selves of these Idcas that are immanent in other things, and to see with 
Zeno how these indivisible beings are united together, whether by par- 
ticipation in one another or by unity brought to them in some other 
way. Such being his intention, he first asks Zeno if he himself is a friend 
of the Ideas, and (as if having answercd to himself that no wise man 
would rightly refuse assent to this hypothesis) fixes the discussion 
upon Likeness and Unlikeness because Zeno too, in the first of his ar- 
guments, had proved these to be the same things which he had earlier 
called contrarics (and Socrates agrces). And also because these are in- 
termediate among the Idcas, as was recalled thirdly;'? because a discus- 
sion of Likeness is appropriate for persons who are being led upwards; 
and for many other reasons, of which the most decisive is that all the 
Ideas require these two, inasmuch as the Ideas are causes of likenesses, 
that is, of all things that come into being in accordance with them. 
Now he proceeds to discuss the participation of Ideas on the assump- 
tion that Ideas are participated in and that things here participate in 
them and through this participation come to resemble them. (From 
this you can understand why I said that this is the most decisive reason 
for speaking of these Ideas first.) For if in general Ideas are patterns and 
things here are copics of them, obviously the latter are both like and. 
unlike the former. This is the nature of a copy, that together with like- 
ness to its pattern it reveals also its unlikeness to it. Likeness alone 
makes another pattern, not a copy, and unlikeness alone, in removing 
likeness, does away with the copy’s likeness. It is therefore necessary, 
if anything is to be a copy of something else, that there be both likeness 
and unlikeness. The Forms of Likeness and Unlikeness must then be 
presupposed by anyone who is going to discourse about Forms; for if 
they do not exist, there could hardly be any other Form. For first a copy 
must come into being, and then in this way a copy of something. 

But since our present inquiry is about participation in Forms, we 
must deal with the question whether only perceptible objects partici- 
patc in Forms as their pattcrns, or perceptibles and intellectual entities 
as well, or both these and also intclligibles, such as are secondary to the 
ones above them." Those for whom Intellect is one would not say that 
intelligibles themselves are patterns of intelligibles; and those who hold 

'9 gy-zpire, i.c. in the third of the scctions of the discussion of Likeness and Unlikeness. 
in the introduction to this book; see above 734.20-737.33 (actually my_fourth section). _ 

2! This was a subject of dispute in later Neoplatonism, as we learn from In Tim. i. 
32.3267. (= lamnbl. in Tim. fr. 64 Dillon). Porphyry held that only perceptible things par- 


ticipated, whercas Amelius and Iamblichus, followed by Syrianus, held that there was. 
participation also in the noctic realm. 
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toa plurality of Intellects could surely consider if wc should say that the 
intelligibles in the upper ranks are patterns for those in the lower, that 
is, that the intelligibles in the unparticipated Intellect are patterns of 
Ideas in a participated mind that arc of secondary reality and derived 
from the former, or that the contents of universal Intellect are patterns 
of those in particular intellects. These matters are worth pausing over, 
for they involve the justifiable inquiry what sorts of beings should be 
called patterns and what copies. Now if, as I have said, pattern and 
copy are so rclated to one another that the copy reveals in itsclf equally 
likeness and unlikeness to its pattern, or it would not be recognised as 
a copy (for a perfect likeness, as Plato says [Crat. 432c], makes it im- 
possible to see the copy as a copy and leads to the conclusion that pat- 
tern and copy are the same)—if, then, we have been correct in saying 
this, obviously we must never make an intelligible a copy of an intel- 
ligible. For all intelligible being is, as Timaeus says (Tim. 35a), indivis- 
ible: and if it is indivisible it is not possible to say that it is part pattern 
and part copy, so extreme is the interval between these things. For the 
copy, Plato says, in so far as it is a copy, is not in itself, but belongs, as 
it werc, to something else and is therefore in something else. Rather we 
should say that cause and effect are in the intclligibles, and monads and 
numbers, but not pattern and copy. The One is the cause of Intelligi- 
bles, but not their pattern; and it is not lawful to speak thus of the things 
in that world. Hence intelligible substance proceeds towards itself, in 
the way in which the intclligible proceeds from the One. And in gen- 
eral every image, according to the Timaeus (39e), must partake of gen- 
eration, so that by this proccss of coming into being it may be likened 
to genuinely real being. For if the image itself is onc of the eternally real 
beings, it will no longer be an image; as Plato says in the Sophist (240b), 
the genuinely real {is true being),?! but the image, in so far as it is an 
image, exists neither in truth nor in reality, but rather it is ‘‘not-really 
existent.” 

What then? Should we call only these sensible appearances images? 
But Plato himself said that time is an image of eternity (Tim. 37d); and 
time is to eternity as Soul is to Intellect, time being a psychical mcasure, 
eternity an intellectual one. So that the Soul will have the relation of 
image to Intellect, and becoming in gencral will not be restricted to 
perceptibles, but will be found also in souls. For Soul is the best both 
of the things that ate generated and those that are eternal,” as the Ti- 
maeus says (35a), and it is both divisible and indivisible, whereas Intel- 
lect is indivisible only. Hence we arc not told of the generation of In- 


2 Adding, with Cousin, &Anéewer, following the text of Plato. 
2 Omitting px before Svrwv (not represented in Latin). 
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tellect as of Soul. Intellect, then, is not an image of the Father, but a 
procession from him that arises by way of Identity, whercas Soul is an 
image of primary rank, since it is the first of the things generated, and 
bodies, as images, come after Soul. And indivisible nature has the char- 
acteristics of a pattern only, but Soul, being both indivisible and divis- 
ible, is both like a pattern and like an image, thus maintaining the in- 
termediate status appropriate to it. In gencral, procession occurs either 
by way of unity, or by way of likeness, or by way of identity—by way 
of unity, as in the supercelestial henads, for there is no identity among 
them, nor specific likeness, but unity only; by way of identity, as in the 
indivisible substances, where that which proceeds is somchow the 
same as what it came from, for being all safeguarded and held together 
by eternity, they manifest in a sense the identity of part to whole; and 
by way of likeness, as in the beings of the intermediate and lowest lev- 
els, which, though intermediate, arc the first to welcome procession by 
way of likeness, whether in some cases it be identity and difference or 
likeness and unlikeness that is their cause. And clearly there are other 
causes involved in the production of things differing from onc another 
in sameness or otherness, likeness or unlikeness; for example, like 
things are produced through whiteness or blackness, unlike things 
through both of them. Things related to one another are like hybrids, 
in which different species grow together, and the causes that produce 
them work always in conjunction with other Ideas, so that it is useless 
to look for some of them that act by themselves, apart from other 
Ideas. And we must remember also that monads of all things whatever 
that are said to exist produce some of them as if from the entirety of 
their natures but diminished for particular instanccs, their specific char- 
acter being preserved but becoming more partial in them; while others 
they produce by a change in essence, as in the case of the production of 
the procession of images from paradigms. For all images will naturally 
deviate in their cssence from their paradigms—not to have the same 
formula, but one similar to that from which they came. Thus Intellect 
in its entirety produces particular intellects by diminution of its being,” 
but it produces souls by procession, the former being partial expres- 
sions of its whole nature, the latter being images of itself as their para- 
digm. And Soul in its cntirety produces particular souls by declension, 
the latter being in a partial way all that the former is in its entirety, but 
produces the divisible natures in body by proccssion, they being im- 
ages of itself and no longer having the same formula as Soul, but only 
a characteristic similar to Soul in their life-giving power. 

23 «ad drdBacww, more literally, “by declension.” “Ya6faors is the technical term for 


derivation within a level of being, apéo8os, “procession,” being the term for “vertical” 
derivation. Cf. ET, prop. 21, and Dodds’ note ad loc. 
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From this it is clear that we must supposc that images begin with the 
beings of intermediate rank and extend down to the lowest; so that we 
speak of intellectual entities as participated, and the beings that partic- 
ipate primarily as souls, while those that participate secondarily arc the 
whole region of divisible being. If these vicws are accepted, we can say 
that “you and I” in Plato’s text, said to partake of Likeness and Unlike- 
ness are the souls; for each individual is his soul, as Socrates says in the 
Alcibiades (130c); but that the “other things”’ are sense-objects,™ for it 
is to these that these terms are most appropriate, as will be clcar to us 
later from Plato’s own words. The intellectual Ideas he labelled “‘them- 
selves by themselves” but perceptible things he calls “other” and 
“many,” since simplicity and substantiality unmixed with Matter are 
appropriate to the former, and otherness and plurality to the latter. 

So much, then, may be said about things that participate in the Ideas. 
In immediate connection with this our text speaks of participation it- 
self. Since the Ideas arc indivisible and united with each other, and since 
they are measures that do not admit of more-and-less—for things that 
are established eternally in their purity are far removed from such in- 
determinateness—since the Ideas are of such a nature, the things here 
participate in them partially and separately and subject to the qualifi- 
cation “‘morc-and-less.”” The words “‘in that respect and in so far as 
they partake of it” express all this. “In that respect” indicates that the 
participation is partial, for it is not in every respect that each of them is 
like or unlike, and in a way they are both like and unlike. And “‘in so 
far as they partake of it” suggests the going beyond or the falling short 
of the mark, i.e. the more-and-less. Likeness itself, if you examine the 
intellectual Idea, is as a whole homogeneous with respect to itself; the 
part, so to speak, is like the whole of it, as among things here where a 
portion of fire is fire. And Unlikeness is equally homogencous, being 
such as it is throughout the whole of itsclf, not unlike in one part and 
like in another, for it is a simple Idea, having the same nature as a whole 
and throughout the whole of itsclf. But likeness here is not in every 
way like, nor unlikeness unlike. On the other hand what participates in 
Likeness docs not participate in similar fashion all over, but a part of 
itself does so more, another part less; and what participates in Unlike- 
ness is not unlike in the same way all over. Rather each of them is said 
to be like or unlike in so far as it participates in Likeness Itself and in 
Unlikeness Itself, sometimes more, sometimes less. The paradox is 
that, through this interposition of the more-and-less, like things are by 
that fact also unlike; whereas unlike things, by the very fact that they 


* The word wapadsiypocre after aiodyra scems meaningless, and is not represented in 
the Latin translation. 
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have in common this idea of unlikeness, are like. So extensive is this 
conspiring of the Ideas; for Identity and Otherness are similarly related, 
and also Equality and Inequality. For all the highest Ideas are unificd 
with onc another and create in common, even those that would seem 
to be antithesis of each other. 


“Even if all things partake of both, contrary as they are, and by having a 
share in both are at once like and unlike one another, what is there sur- 
prising in that? If someone were proving that like things themselves be- 
come urtike, or unlike things themselves like, that, I think, would be a 
monstrosity; but if things which partake of both are shown to have both 
characters, it does not seem to me strange, Zeno.”” (129ab) 


Things here partake of both Likeness and Unlikeness and so are 
called like and unlike by participation in them. Each of them, Likeness 
and Unlikeness, is a simple Idea there, one being on the side of Limit, 
the other on that of Unlimitedness. But here Likeness is monadic and 
Unlikeness dyadic, the former deriving its character from above, the 
latter springing from Matter and indefiniteness. For there are two ways 
in which a thing may be unlike itself or something clse, either by nature 
or contrary to nature. Thus Theaetetus is unlike Socrates by nature, 
since nature has made him so. Call this ideal unlikeness and put it down 
as an image of that Unlikencss above, for it is the product of nature. 
But if you sec something becoming unlike itself or another thing be- 
causc of a tendency contrary to nature, say that this unlikeness comes 
upon it from “the sea of unlikeness”’ (Pol. 273e), i.c. from the indcter- 
minateness of Matter, Those who say that likeness is ideal and unlike- 
ness material should have seen this and not mingled God with Matter, 
making him produce likencss among created things by himself and un- 
likeness through Matter. Rather they should have said that he does 
both himself by having in him the ideas of both; but that in what hap- 
pens contrary to nature, unlikeness occurs because of Matter only, for 
nothing unnatural or evil in general has its origin from above or is 
modelled upon the intelligibles there. For it is not possible for what is 
likened to the intelligibles to be contrary to nature, and it is unlawful 
that anything corrupted by the unseemliness of Matter should move 
towards likencss to intelligible Idcas. Consequently, the unlikeness 
which springs from contrariety to nature should be called carthborn, 
not Olympian, whereas the unlikeness that springs from nature and is 
scen in wholes and parts, in genera and individuals, comes from above 
to all the things in which it is present. Likeness, however, we should 
think of as one; for everything has likeness from nature both to itself 
and to other things, and it cannot be attributed to anything from what 
is contrary to nature, neither to itsclfnor to anything else, because what 
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is contrary to nature is indefinite, i.e. it goes beyond the bounds of the 
unity appropriate to it. Our statement therefore was a fitting charac- 
terization of these genera; to Likeness belong uniformity and unchang- 
ing identity, to Unlikencss the double aspect mentioned and hetcro- 
gencity. Likeness, as we said before, is in the column of Limit, 
Unlikeness in that of the Unlimited; and Socrates regards this distinc- 
tion and proceeds in accordance with these columns of contrarics. 
These things have been said to bring out the analogy just mentioned. 
But let us go back to the thought of Socrates and repeat that he pro- 
poses to change the direction of the conversation away from the many 
immanent monads towards which Zcno was trying to lead the multi- 
tude, to certain monads intermediate between the doctrinc of Parmen- 
ides and Zeno’s exposition. And he summons to his aid the intellectual 
power of Zeno, in which Zeno is completely at one with Parmenides, 
since the object of his thought is the same and has the same end. With 
this purpose in mind he remarks that there is nothing strange in there 
seerning to be a mixture of kinds in the world of sensible things, for the 
same subject can partake of contrary attributes in different respects, but 
that it becomes a great puzzle to him how things in the intelligible 
world can be united without confusion, and again how thcy can be dis- 
criminated without being divided. This problem so greatly puzzled 
others who came after him that some of them,” following up difficul- 
tics proper to their own thought, declared that everything is every- 
thing, that likeness itself is unlikeness, motion rest, and cach part no 
whit less than the whole, i.c. that the being of the parts is homogencous 
with that of the whole. And in fact they think they are accomplishing 
something that Socrates would have admired. At any rate he will him- 
self say, as he comes to the end of his specch, that if anyone should 
prove to him that all things are mixed with one another he would 
greatly admire such a demonstration, implying that he desired to have 
this shown. And they will even interpret the words at the beginning of 
Socrates’ speech, ‘that would be a monstrosity,” as denoting some- 
thing supernatural and transcending natural distinctions, and so say 
that Socrates is in agreement with himself in calling the same thing a 
“monstrosity” and “admirable.” But others,% considering the un- 
mixed purity of the Ideas, say that they are all of them separated from 
one another; neither is likeness filled with unlikeness and so divisible 
with respect to unlikeness, nor unlikeness with likeness, but each of 
33 This may refer to arguments with Pyrrhonian or Academic sceptics, but | can find 
no.other evidence for it. Possibly it may refer to the position of Euclides of Mcgara and 
his immediate followers, and his assertion that “the Good is One” (Diog. Laert. 2.106). 


Cf. W. K. Guthrie, A History of Greek Philosophy Ill, Cambridge, 1975, p. 500. 
% This group sounds like the “Friends of Forms’’ of Sophist 248alE. 
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them is pure and simple and uniform. This is why Socrates says at the 
beginning of his speech that if anyone can prove that the Ideas, includ- 
ing Likeness and Unlikeness themselves, partake of one another, it 
would be a monstrosity, for we must maintain cach of them in its own 
peculiar charactcr unconfused with other things. And at the end, when 
he says that he would greatly admire it if anyone should show him that 
these Ideas are mingled, he was not praising the man who tried to 
prove this, but condemning the uselessness of his cffort; for we marvel 
at those who attempt the impossible, they say, in that they do not sense 
their own inability nor the nature of things that surpass their under- 
standing. Still others,?’ taking a position between these two groups, 
said that Socrates neithcr assents to the mixture of the Ideas in this pas- 
sage nor rejects it, but only expresses doubts and raiscs questions, sum- 
moning Zeno to help in their solution. Thus “it would be a monstros- 
ity” and “I wonder” and ‘‘l should admire” are the words of a man in 
doubt, neither approving nor disapproving of the mixture of Ideas, 
neither simply affirming nor simply denying. We often use such terms 
to our teachers to challenge them to prove their worth. 

Such are the things that thesc illustrious men of blessed memory 
have said on this topic, and they have all, I think, spoken correctly;# 
though Plato has acted more divinely than they suppose. Hc has ar- 
ranged his materials in the fashion before us, assigning the fitting role 
to Socrates who, though a young man, is yet gifted and subtle in intcl- 
lectual inquiry, and furnishing him in due measure with the method 
and the reasonings required to reach the very truth of the matter. For a 
fuller understanding of what is said, let us, if you please, first think 
through these questions in the following way. Should we say that Like- 
ness itself is Unlikeness, and Unlikeness likewise Likeness, and Same- 
ness Difference, and Many One and Onc itself Many? And will we be 
correct in saying that each thing is all other things, and so make the part 
no whit less than the whole? But then should we say only that each 
thing is all things, or say also that each of the many parts in this is like- 
wise all things, and again that each part of these parts is all things, and 
proceed thus to infinity? If, on the one hand, we say that only each of 
the totality of things present in this is all things, and not every part of 
this “each” hkewise all things, what is the reason for this? And how 
will we be consistent with ourselves in saying that some Ideas partake 
of each other and others are unmixed, no longer making the parts of 
the parts the same as the wholes? On the other hand, if cvery “part” in 


27 This group, at least, sounds like a commentator or commentators on the Parmenides, 
whatever doubts one may have about the first two. 

28 It sounds from this as if ProcJus is commending even the first group, and he speaks 
of them all in terms which he normally uses of his Neoplatonic predecessors. 
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succession partakes of other things, the Ideas will be infinite in number 
and each of them infinitely so, for it is not ‘“‘all things” alone that will 
have this infinity, but each of them as well. But how can things near to 
the One be infinite in number: For things that are nearer unity, being 
contracted in quantity, have infinity in potency.”” And how can there 
be an infinity of paradigms in Intellect for one perceptible kind (Man, 
for instance, corresponding to the infinity of existing men)? On the 
contrary, there must be one Idea of the infinite number of instances. 
For this reason we revert to the hypothesis of Ideas, in order to contain 
in Intellect the monads of the many separate individuals, since unity es- 
sentially precedes plurality, not plurality the Onc Idca. In short, if the 
one Idea posited in Intellect will produce the same results, what nced 
have we of an infinity of them? It is better to work from finites than 
from infinites, for what is finite is more akin to the First Principle and 
more suitable for knowledge. All knowledge is of finite things, and fi- 
nite things are not known by things infinite; on the contrary the finite 
is always known by the finite. Consequently, we should by no means 
think that Intellect knows, or creates, finite things by means of an in- 
finite number of Ideas—Intellect which is so much more unificd than 
knowledge that it embraces all varieties of it and comprchends, indi- 
visibly and in advance, its entire development. 

In the second place, turning our attention to Likeness and Unlikeness 
themselves, when we refer to them, are we referring to one thing, 
though called by two names, as we frequently do when speaking of 
something that has more than one name, or are we indicating a separate 
thing by each name? And in the latter case, is it the result merely of our 
reflection or is it in accord with the naturc of things? If they are two 
names applied to onc object, the terms are not contrary to one another, 
for contraries are things, not merc names. Nor will things originating 
from unlikeness be different from those originating from likeness, but 
one and the same; for we are supposing that the object is one, and what 
comes into being has its genesis from the object and is assimilated to 
the object, not to the name. Nor in general will the Ideas be many, but 
only one something called, it seems, by many names. Nor even will 
there be the five genera of being, since onc is essentially all of them, 
sameness exactly like otherness, otherncss like sameness, and each of 
them all things. So that if all things are in all things, then all things are 
all things, and nothing is in anything, for there will be only one thing, 
and other things will bc names only. On the other hand, when we say 
that Likeness is one Idea and add that Unlikeness also is likewisc one 
Idea, we are indicating different things by these names; or why do we 


» A general principle of Proclinc metaphysics; cf. ET, props. 13, 62, 86, 177. 
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say that one is superior and the other inferior, if we do not also sce the 
distinction between them? Then shall we say that the things indicated 
are different in our thought only, or different by their very nature? If 
they are different only by our thought, the distinction between the 
Ideas will go away when our thought is removed, and so when thc soul 
is not thinking therc will be onc intelligible Idea, not many; for things 
that possess distinctness by our thought arc naturally annihilated to- 
gether with our thought. The totality of things that comes to be from 
our thought and is founded on that alone departs and is gone when our 
thought is ended because nothing at all can remain in existence when 
the primary cause that produccs it does not exist. But if, then, they dif- 
fer by thcir very essence, Likeness and Unlikeness are distinct from one 
another, and Sameness and Otherness, and all the Ideas; and Likeness 
itsclf is not Unlikeness, nor Sameness itself Otherness, nor everything 
all things. 

From this it should be evident and taken as proved that each of the 
Ideas is not all of them, nor the part, as they say, identical with the 
whole. Rather the part is both a whole and not a whole, and the whole 
is essentially superior to the parts. Shall we then say that the Idcas are 
all unmixed and do not partake of onc another? But this also is absurd, 
for we sec that even the parts of sensible things are in sympathy and 
continuity with one another, scrving to constitute and to complete one 
single Form. Much more, then, must the Ideas above, being parts of 
the One Intellect, move through one another and be in cach other. Sen- 
sible things, that need extension, welcome continuity as a substitute for 
unity; but intelligible things have the unity that befits them and pene- 
trate one another without confusion. They are in an indivisible subject, 
and the attributes of indivisibles coexist with one another without sep- 
aration—not some of them in this portion and others in that, for what 
they are in is in no way divisible. Indecd we see this kind of thing even 
in seeds, for each seed contains all the reason-principles, and whatever 
part of a seed you take you will find all the reason-principles in it. Now 
the seed, which has the reason-principles potentially, has them all po- 
tentially in cach part; and there must be, prior to the secd, that which 
actually has everything in cach part. For nature nowhere starts from the 
imperfect, nor would imperfect beings even procecd to their full de-. 
velopment if there were not perfect beings existing before them, to 
which they bear a dim likeness, having received an imperfect image. 
What else is it than Intellect, then, in which all things partake of all 
things, and in which anything whatever that you take will be found to 
have community with other things? And if we say that that higher 
being is indivisible, how can it have parts that are divided so as to be 
unmixed and without community with each other? Things that are un- 
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mixed with one another and without community have no sympathy 
whatever with each other. It is not their nature to desire one another 
nor to contribute to making a unity. On the contrary they are divided 
and estranged from one another; for if each part preserves its own na- 
ture by being unmixed with the others, it will avoid community with 
them in order to survive. Where, then, will what is indivisible find a 
place among the divine Ideas? Where will be that friendship among the 
intelligibles and that love which we are in the habit of praising? Where 
is the unity that comes upon them from the One, and all the other traits 
that we speak of in hymning that divine nature? 

Consequently, we must not suppose that the Ideas are altogether un- 
mixed and without community with onc another, nor must we say, on 
the other hand, that each one is all of them, as has been demonstrated. 
How, then, and in what way are we to deal logically with this question? 
We must say that cach of them is precisely what it is and preserves its 
specific nature undefiled, but also partakes of the others without con- 
fusion, not by becoming onc of them, but by participating in the spe- 
cific nature of that other and sharing its own nature with it, just as we 
say that Identity partakes in a way of Difference without being Differ- 
ence (for there is a plurality in it: not only is it different from Unlike- 
ness but also different from itself), and that Difference likewise par- 
takes of Identity inasmuch as it is common to all other things and in 
another way is the same as itsclf; Identity is not Difference, nor Differ- 
ence Identity; this has been refuted by what we said earlier; and again 
we say that Unlikeness partakes of Likeness (for inasmuch as all Ideas 
have a character in common they are like onc another), and Likeness of 
Unlikeness, for if Likencss, like all Ideas, contributes something of it- 
self to others, it is unlike them, for otherwise™ in so doing it would not 
bethe contributor, and the others partakers, and if Unlikeness contrib- 
utes something ofitself to others, it becomes like them, more than that, 
itself and Likeness become like; and that Likeness is not Unlikeness, 
nor Unlikeness itself Likeness. Likeness as likeness is not unlike, nor 
Unlikeness as unlikeness like. For the term as has a double usage. We 
may use it to express the idea that as one thing is present, then another 
thing is also, as when we say, for instance, “‘as this is air, so also is it 
light, and as it is light, so also is it air.” Suppose that a volume of air is 
lighted, and that air is not light nor light air; yct here air is in light and 
light is in air because, since the parts of air and the parts of light arc to- 
gether, there is no part of either that we can take in which the other is 
not also seen. Or we can use the term in another way as meaning what 
we customarily express by qua (héi); for example, man qua man is re- 


*% Maintaining the ob of the MSS against Cousin’s emendation oi7w. 
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ceptive of knowledge. It is not true that air qua air contains light in this 
meaning of as, since air does not necessarily imply light, as we say man 
implies receptive of knowledge. For air is onc being, light another. It is in 
this sense that Likeness, as Likeness, partakes also of Unlikeness, for 
there is no part of it which does not partake of the other, and the being 
of one is diffcrent from the being of the other. So also, Unlikeness, as 
Unlikeness, partakes of Likeness. It is not true that a part of it partakes 
of the other and a part remains non-partaking. Nobody prevents its 
penetrating that, nor docs its indivisibility permit it to partake here and 
to remain unmixcd with it there. Consequently, Likeness as a whole 
pervades Unlikeness as a whole, and Unlikeness Likeness. Not how- 
ever qua either one of the two does it partake of the other; it partakes of 
it while preserving its own being undefiled. And Likeness is not Un- 
likeness, ncither in itself qua Likeness, nor as being primarily Likeness 
and by implication Unlikencss; nor is it wholly Unlikeness, though it 
partakes of Unlikeness throughout all of itself. Itis unlike, but not Un- 
likeness, being unlike by participation. 

Thus when Plato in the Sophist (256a) demonstrated the community 
of Identity and Difference he did not call Identity also Difference, but 
different, and hence “not-x.’*! For it became different by participa- 
tion,>* while remaining Identity in cssence. In the same way Difference 
is in essence Difference, but the same by participation. In short, each 
Idea is what it is in essence, but by participation cnjoys the others. So 
all the Ideas are beautiful by partaking of Beauty and are just by partak- 
ing of Justice, but none of them is Beauty itself or Justice itself. Con- 
sequently, the Ideas are unified with onc another and also distinct from 
each other. This is the peculiar property of the bodiless Ideas. They 
penetrate one another without being confuscd and arc distinguished 
from one another without being separated. Because of their indivisible 
nature they are more unified than the things that perish into each other, 
and because of their unmixed purity are morc distinct than the things 
in this world that are scparated in space. 

Now that we have clarified these introductory principles, let us pro- 
cced to the inspection of the text before us and say that Socrates sces a 
part of the arguments above when he rejects mixture in the case of the 
Ideas, and expresses his amazement at any argument leading to it. That 
Likeness itself is unlike he calls “a monstrosity.”’ Then reviewing the 
question from another angle, he has a suspicion of the truth, but says 
he would be “amazed” (129c1) if this could in any way be proved; and 
at the third stage he has an intuition of the veritable doctrine and de- 

+ The correct rendering of 4% av poses a problem here. 

2 GAA’ Erepov after this omitted by ABD and Latin translation, though retained by 
Cousin. It seems unnecessary to the sense. 


126 


758 


759 


COMMENTARY 


clares that anyone capable of proving it would be “‘worthy of admira- 
tion” (129c3). To repeat, then, in his perplexity whether the Ideas are 
associated with one another he summons Zeno to help in the solution 
of the question; and when it occurs to him to wonder if perhaps Forms 
are so mixed that Likeness itself is unlike, he rejects mixture of that sort 
and calls this doctrine a “monstrosity”; but again suspecting that be- 
cause of the unity of the intclligible world the Ideas may somehow par- 
take of one another, he says he would be amazed if anyone could prove 
it, using the word prove as if already suspecting the truth; and finally, 
apprehending that they may be both unified and distinct, he calls “wor- 
thy of admiration” any man who could demonstrate it. You sce 
through what stages he advances. First he rejects, next gets a suspicion 
of the truth, and finally arrives at the doctrine itself firmly established 
by proofs. His rejection of mixture is not mistaken, for the Ideas are 
not mixed in the fashion he supposed. Nor is his suspicion faulty, for 
in a sense they can partake and in a sense are without community with 
one another; and his ultimate judgement is truest of all, for they are 
both unified and discriminatcd, as has been shown by what we have 
said above. And Socrates’ judgements are all in harmony with one an- 
other: “It would be a monstrosity,” ‘I would be amazed,” and “I 
would admirc’”’—these. are expressions respectively of rejection, sus- 
picion, and rational belief. This shows how fully Plato portrays the na- 
ture of a well-endowed soul. It is characteristic of those who are being 
led upward first to reject, then to suspect the truth, and then to grasp 
at it and move always onward. This also is a trait of the well-endowed 
soul, that its rejection of a doctrinc is not vacuous, nor its suspicion of 
the truth illusory, because it is noting the respects in which a statement 
is not true or considering in what sense it is true and in what sense not. 

We shall take up the other stages for consideration later, but now let 
us say something about the passage cited. Socrates agrees that in sen- 
sible things the same thing can be both like and unlike, like in one re- 
spect and unlike in another; but he doubts whether among the Forms 
themselves the like is unlike and the unlike like, and in his doubt calls 
that statement a monstrosity, for this is not the mode of mixture that 
makes each Form precisely what it is, as shown by the reasons set forth 
above. You should not be surprised that in speaking of the Form itself 
he presents it again in the plural when he says, “if somcone were prov- 
ing that they arc ‘likes’,’’ for Likencss is one and many, so that it is both 
“like” and “‘likes.’” As the arithmeticians say the parts of an cven-times- 
even number are themselves cven, so also must we speak here: the parts 
of the like are likes and those of the unlike are unlikes. Intellect as a 
whole, after all, consists of intellects, not of unintelligent beings; and 
similarly the like does not consist of unlikes. If likeness is a plurality 
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and not essentially one, it is not only likeness, but likenesses, for it con- 
tains many, or rather all the powers that make for likencss, those that 
make images like their patterns, or images like one another, or parts 
like wholes, or parts like onc another; and the likeness corresponding 
to each of these powers makes Likeness itself‘a plurality of likes. Unless 
perhaps the question that Socrates seeks to answer is not whether the 
like and the unlike partake of one another, but whcther even if all the 
intelligible Forms are like one another, thcy are all of them also unlike, 
through partaking of both Likeness and Unlikcness, even as the things 
in this world, by partaking of the likeness and unlikencss in them, are 
like and unlike one another. But Ict us, if you please, look in another 
way at the cause of his speaking of likcs and unlikes in the plural. This 
Likeness, the Form itself, exists in the Maker of the whole, and it exists 
also in the other intelligences, both those above the cosmos and those 
that are within it. Suppose that our argument, then, is to find whether 
all these essential Likenesses are the samc as Unlikenesses, and there is 
nothing so remarkable in his using the plural, not the singular. For 
Likeness is not singular in its action, but as numerous as arc the ranks 
of intelligent beings proceeding from the Demiurge, so numcrous may 
be regarded as being the workings of this Form, when we consider that 
it is active in each intellect in its appropriate fashion, supracosmically 
in the intelligibles above the cosmos, and encosmically in the ones con- 
tained in the cosmos. 

But is this doctrine then totally false, and are likeness and unlikeness 
nowherc the samc? Yes, perhaps even this is truc in asensc. Obviously, 
before the actual duality there must be a unity which brings together 
the duality of thesc terms. For every duality comes forth from a unity 
which has a prior and unitary grasp of the power of duality; and if this 
is true, there must be a single unity of them which is the unitary cause 
of both likencss and unlikeness. If, then, you say that in this unity their 
causes are secretly contained, completely at one and unscparated, so 
that Likeness is Unlikeness there and Unlikeness Likeness, with no dis- 
crimination but only unity, you would perhaps not be far from the 
truth. For all differentiations come from unitics. All things are at first 
one, existing ineffably and inexpressibly in their own causes, and are 
later discriminated and separated from one another, resulting in a cer- 
tain order of procession. After that which is one only comes that 
which is a hidden unity, in which everything is everything; and after 
that the differentiated unity, in which all things partake of one another, 
but in which each of them is not the others but maintains its freedom 
from mixture in community with them. 


“. , . nor ifsomebody should prove that all things are one because partak- 
ing ofunity and the same things many because partaking of plurality. But 
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ifhe could show that the one itself is many and the many themselves one, 
at this I should be amazed.”’ (129b) 


After the words about likeness and unlikeness he shifts back to unity 
and plurality, drawing here again upon Zeno’s own discourse. For just 
as Zeno had refuted those who separate the many from the One by 
showing that likeness and unlikeness become the samc, so likewise he 
argues against them by starting from the Onc and from plurality, and 
shows that apart from the One the same thing will be many and the 
many one.* For a plurality apart from the One is a many by the very 
fact that it does not partake of unity, for what is not controlled by unity 
is many; and since they havc in common their not being one, they will 
be one by this very fact, for things that share a character in common are 
one by virtue of this common character. So that if not being one is 
common to them, thc many will be onc by virtue of not being one; and 
inversely their not being one will be one becausc it is present in them 
all. 

In some such way as this and from such premises Zeno conducted his 
argument. Socrates admits that Zeno has adequately argued his case 
before the multitude and has not neglected the monads in sensible 
things, but demands that he go on to other monads of an intellectual 
sort and look at the unity and plurality there and show how there also 
unity and plurality are unified, and whether it is by way of participa- 
tion, and, if so, what sort of participation it is. At this point you can 
clearly find Socrates coming to suspect the community of the Ideas. For 
“I should be amazed” is the expression of a mind that, though suspect- 
ing the truth, is not yet in secure possession of it, as it will be when it 
has gone further in the study of the question and can speak as one who 
is committed to the doctrine and has seen the mode of mixture in- 
volved. 

Such then is the direction of the argument. But at this point in our 
progress we must consider what this one is and this many, and how they 
ate related to each other and to the genera mentioncd previously. We 
should note that cach of us individuals is onc and many—onc in essence 
and many in capabilities, or one in substance and many in attributes, or 
one as a whole being and many in our parts, or onc in form and many 
in the matter that embodies it. For it is possible to conceive of our unity 
and our plurality in diverse ways, and in cvery case unity is seen to be 
better than plurality; for the whole is superior to the parts, the form to 
the matter, the substance to its attributes, and the essence to capacities. 

33 Since this argument cannot be derived from the text of the Pannenides, it must be 
taken from the Forty Logoi of Zeno which Proclus claims to have at his disposal. This 


document may not be genuine, but it is none the less of some historical interest. Sec my 
note “More Evidence on Zeno at Elea?” in AGPh. 58 (1976): 221-222, and Intro., p. xl. 
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Each of us, then, is both one and many. But clearly it is by virtue of our 
likeness to the whole of things that this character belongs to cach indi- 
vidual and to the parts of him. For long before us this great cosmos is 
both one and many. It is many not only in its bodily expanse—contain- 
ing, as it does, such contrasts as that betwcen the eternal and the per- 
ishable, the immaterial and the material, the essentially living and that 
which is lifeless by its native constitution—but also in the incorporeal 
lives it contains. For there are gods in it, and daemons; men, animals, 
and plants; and the world of (real) life is full of variety, even prior to the 
visible world. On the other hand the cosmos is one because of the har- 
mony of its bodily structure, because of the mutual sympathy of its 
natural processes, because of the supply of unitary life emanating from 
the soul of the whole, because of the single intellectual bond that holds 
it together. From all these causes a single life and brcath inspires the 
whole; it is one indissoluble arrangement, brought into being by Intel- 
lect. 

Whence, then, has this cosmos such a character, such a character, I 
mean, as to be both onc and many? Does it not come from the god who 
fashioned and fitted it together? But from what sources did he fashion 
it or whence did he provide it with its unity and multiplicity? Was it not 
from his own essence? Indecd we must say this, and this is how it is. 
For he creates by his very being; and that which crcates by its very 
being acts in this way and bestows on what it makes this character that 
it possesses, this character that is in itself, or rather this character that 
itself preeminently is. If, then, the demiurgic intellect has established 
the cosmos as one and many, the plurality and the unity would be in 
him; and just as the cosmos is not a unity here and a plurality there, but 
a unity and a plurality at the same time throughout its whole being (for 
whatever part of it you take partakes of unity and plurality), so also the 
demiurgic intellect is both one and many through the whole of itself. 
Its plurality is a unity of kind, its unity is multiple, and there is nothing 
you can take within it that is not both one and many. Each of the 
Forms, then, is both a unity and a multiplicity. Besides, it was not pos- 
sible that the Intellect should be a plurality only (for it would not, then, 
be a unity, nor could it be an indivisible unity—there is no possibility 
of there being a multiplicity that is not a unity), nor yet a unity only 
(for it would not in that case be a demiurge, nor an intellect at all, but 
would lie beyond that ordcr of being). 

From this it is clear that there is unity and plurality there. But what 
it is we must next inquire. In the first place, the onc there must not be 
understood as the primary Once, for that is transcendent over all things. 
That One is neither a genus nor a species; for a genus is a genus of 
something, but the One is relative to nothing; and a species is always 
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essence and plurality and secondary to its genus, but that unity is above 
essence, above all plurality, and second to nothing at all. Nor can it be 
understood as the divine character of Intellect, by which Intellect is 
both father and maker of all things. For this divinity cannot partake of 
plurality; it is the generator of all the plurality it contains, and it is not 
lawful that what is generated should be participated in by its generator. 
But neither can we take it to be the one that is, as it were, the entirety 
of the Forms. For again we seriously restrict its powcr when we speak 
thus; although this onc and many are the full complement of the 
Forms, yet this character does not embrace the whole nature of the 
Demiurge. The one, then, must be said to be that character which is the 
wholeness of the entire demiurgic intcllect, that to which the theolo- 
gian is looking when he says, “One came to be.” For it itself contains 
all things on an intellectual level; it is a single intellect embracing many 
intellects, and an intellectual cosmos which is a monad of fully per- 


fected intellects. For not only does it contain the whole compass of the 


Ideas but also many other wholes, as the theologians have taught us. 
We must then call that single wholeness the unity that pervades all 
wholeness, if we are to preserve its character as being (for wholeness is 
a real being); and on the other hand by the plurality we must under- 
stand the more specific ranks of beings that are comprehended by this 
wholeness, and nonce of which appears without a share in wholeness; 
for anything whatever that you might take participates in the whole 
and in its intellectual character, if this language be permitted. Unity and 
plurality are the most general of all kinds of beings whatever, and it is 
through them that the demiurgic Intellect himself is the cause of all 
Forms. 

Ifin the Sophist (254d) Plato calls the five kinds* of being the greatest 
kinds, we should not be surprised. He was searching for the highest of 
the many genera and species in the Demiurge; but this one and many 
are not in Intellect, they are Intellect itself. For unity is its wholeness, 
and the idea by which it takes thought for its proper parts is an insepa- 
rable character; and plurality is its many specific properties and its par- 
ticular forms of unity. Consequently each of the demiurgic ideas is onc 
and many, just as is the entire demiurgic intellect. It is for this reason 
that this unity is the Form that unifies the whole and its varicd Forms, 
and the plurality is one prior to everything, in virtuc of which Intellect 
as a whole becomes many, and each of the intellectual forms is in itself 
many. So that One and Many are the most gencral of the kinds, the 

“A reference to the Orphic verse: “By xparos. sis Saipwy yévero, péyas apxos 
andvrev”’ (fr. 168.6 Kern). 
* Reading wévre (with Latin) for wavrx of Greek MSS. 
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source of cach Form’s being both onc and many, being*® analogous to 
the primary Limit and the primary Unlimited. For what unifics plural- 
ity is a limit, (and what pluralizes makes for the unlimited).*” But the 
converse is not true; for suppose it makes an infinite in magnitude or in 
power? Anything that pluralizes, as such, makes for the unlimited; but 
not cvery factor making for the unlimited is a pluralizing factor. And 
if, as we said, Plato in the Sophist failed to list the Onc and the Many 
among the greatest kinds, what is there surprising in this? May it not 
be that since plurality and unity cxist not only at the level of being but 
also in the region beyond being, whcreas sameness and difference be- 
long among beings, when he was dealing with kinds of beings he duly 
mentioned sameness and difference as two of them, but Icft unmen- 
tioned the cause that makcs plurality one and the cause that pluralizes 
unities because in this passage he had posited Being as the greatest and 
most sovercign of the kinds? For to Bcing, samencss and diffcrence was 
appropriate, but not pure unity and pure plurality, whose Icvel of ex- 
istence was prior to being. At any ratc, of all the questions that Plato 
raises in that passage and all the problems he discusses in the context of 
Being, each in fact reccives the appropriate treatment to Being, 
whether extended or bricf. 

If you inquire how these Idcas—I mean unity and plurality—differ 
from sameness and difference, you will find that the former belong 
among the beings that exist in themselves, and the lattcr belong among 
things relative to something. Neither onc nor many is called such rel- 
atively to another being; but same and other, whether in themselves or 
in somcthing else, are used relatively, never absolutcly. Therefore one 
and many are by nature prior to sameness and difference, as absolute 
terms naturally precede relatives. And it appears that one and plurality 
in this passage, whcther considered in the demiurgic intellect or in each 
of the Ideas, are thought to depend rather upon Limit and the Unlim- 
ited as their primary causes; for the Limit unifies, and the Unlimited 
produces the plurality in each thing. Hence clearly we should not un- 
derstand the superessential Onc here, but the one on the level of being, 
as the unity and integrity of Intellect. This is what Plato shows when 
he says “if he could show that the onc itself is many,” for the one about 
which he inquires whether it partakes of plurality is that to which we 
connect the verb is, not that which is greater than being. 


“And likewise in all other cases. Ifhe shows that genera and species them- 
selves have in them these contrary attributes, that would be worthy of ad- 


* Reading troaraor for Cousin’s trocracect (MS trooraar, misinterpreted by Moer- 
beke as ypostasim). 
7 Accepting Taylor’s addition here. 
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miration; but what is there astonishing in showing that I am both one and 
many? When he wants to show that I am many, he would say that my 
right side is different from my left, that my front is other than my back, 
and so also my upper and lower parts; for I do partake of plurality, I 
think. And when he wants to show that I am one, he will say that I, as 
one person among the seven of us, also partake of unity; and so he shows 
that both statements are true. Consequently, if someone undertakes to 
prove that things like these—stones and sticks and the like—are many and 
one, we shall say that he is showing that such things are many and one, 
but not that one is many nor that many is one; and that he is not saying 
anything remarkable, but only what we would all agree to be true.” 
(129cd) 


This passage gives us a general rule about the communion of Ideas, 
admonishing us to risc above sensible things and the intermixture of 
contradictory genera and species in them to the preeminent intellectual 
realities themselves, declaring that it is not surprising to observe 
among divisible and extended beings that the same thing appears to be 
one and many, and introducing us to unified and indivisible substance 
and to the recognition of timeless pure Idcas which exist in and by 
themselves, without need of foundation or receptacle such as we re- 
quire. We sce that perceptible things are both onc and many—one in 
essence, in wholeness, in substratum, in form; but many in their acci- 
dents, their parts, their powers, thcir matter and generally in all those 
respects by which we are accustomed to expose the divisibility and plu- 
rality of sensible things. Are these not the beings that have various 
shapes, that are separated by intcrvals of spacc, and in which, in gen- 
eral, unity is apparent, that, in short, present an appcarance of unity, 
while plurality dominates their whole being? For their nature is divisi- 
ble and enmattered. Well then, it is not surprising, as Socrates says, if 
the same thing in the realm of sense is both unity and plurality—in one 
sense a unity, in another a plurality; but in the intelligible world it is 
astonishing if the same single thing partakes of plurality and the plu- 
rality partakes of unity, something which Socrates suspects but doubts 
whether it can be proved. Wc have said that this suspicion of Socrates’ 
is sound, for the community of kinds does not come about in every 
way, but in the manner appropriate to them; and what this is, we have 
said above. 

But Ict us return to the text and examine each of the phrases we have 
quoted. By saying “likewise in all cases’’ he indicates the completely 
ordered arrangement of the divine Ideas, their unity and sympathy 
with one another; but by adding other he shows that their plurality is 
not a homogeneous one, but contains distinctions within it. By the 


133 


76 


oe} 


BOOKII 


words genera and species he teaches us that this plurality contains simpler 
and more gencral causes as well as more particular and relatively more 
composite realities. For, the more comprchensive and uniform Ideas, 
those that are more of the nature of causes, he calls genera, saying, ob- 
viously, that they are other and different from what they call ‘later- 
born’ kinds, immanent in individual things. These latter are images of 
the former, and it is the function of division to discern primarily the 
intellectual plurality of genera and species, i.e. the order of procession 
among them, and the intellectual series that they form. The phrase “in 
them” shows what kind of communion he is seeking in the Idcas, a 
communion not acquired, nor cxisting in them from any external 
source, but from their very substance and nature itself. And surely in 
the oppositions he adduces in demonstrating the plurality of sensible 
things he has adequately shown, I think, their divisible character. For 
their relations are infinitely numerous and, being of all things the least 
substantial, arc dissipated to the limit of divisibility and to infinity. 
And the numbers six and seven—are they brought in without a pur- 
pose? Or because six was appropriate for cxhibiting plurality (since six 
is an even number and above all a perfect number, and a plurality that 
is to partake of unity must not be imperfect), and seven for showing 
unity, since it is a monadic number, the product of the monad alone, 
and odd numbers generally are on the side of unity? And if you will 
mount up to the gods corresponding to these numbers, you will see 
there also the cause of the communion and separation of the Ideas; for 
the hexad is sacred to Aphrodite, as the Pythagoreans maintain, and the 
heptad to our mistress Athena.°* The latter brings a plurality to unity, 
and the former provides communion in plurality for the intelligibles 
and all other beings. If, then, you say that the heptad of Athena is 
unifying, and Aphrodite’s hexad safeguards plurality in company with 
communion, you will find that cach is aptly introduced, the one to 
demonstrate plurality, the other unity. Again ‘‘showing that stones and 
sticks and the like arc one and many” is a marvellous way of showing 
how onc unity and plurality cxist here, i.e. they are divided from each 
other and require a conjunction to bind them. For how is the form, 
which is one, joined with matter? Evidently through nature, for she is 
what brings them together. But among Idcas we have “the one many” 
and “the many one” without conjunction. The whole Intellect itself is 
onc-many; and the many specific unitary forms within it are not simply 
others alongside it, for they form togcther its single wholeness. 


“But if someone of those I was talking of just now would first distinguish 
Ideas as they are by themselves—such as Likeness and Unlikeness, Plu- 


* Proclus had a personal devotion to Athena (Marinus. VP 6). 
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rality and Unity, Rest and Motion, and all the like—and then would 
show that these Ideas in themselves are capable of blending and separating, 
that, Zeno,” he said, ‘I should remarkably admire.”’ (129de) 


Socrates has reached the final hypothesis regarding communion of 
ideas in saying that they all undergo (separation)*’ and combination. 
For the joint presence of these characteristics in them provides both un- 
confused unity and inscparable distinctness to these divine objects, so 
that while they are in one another each may preserve its purity. Con- 
sequently, he admires the man who can show that thc intelligible Ideas 
can be both unified and distinct, that they do not Jose their unmixed 
purity through union nor their divine communion through separation, 
but are both distinguished and combined simultaneously by the bond 
of “that wonderful god, Eros,” who, according to the Oracle: 


sprang forth first out of Intellect, 
His unifying fire clothed with fire, to mix the mixing-bowls 
From the Source, directing towards them the bloom of his fire. 
(Or. Chald. fc. 42, DP)” 


It is, then, this joint mingling and distinctness that Socratcs wants to 
see among the partless intelligible realities; to this he invites his com- 
panions’ attention, applauding this insight which unites while it distin- 
guishes the intellectual powers governing the sense world*'—ideal 
Likeness and Unlikeness, Plurality of that realm and Unity, divine Rest 
and Motion. These last two he has added to the pairs previously men- 
tioned, since Zeno also had used them as well as the former ones to 
prove the absurdity of separating the many from the one. Zeno's ref- 
utation had been based not only on Likeness and Unlikeness, Unity 
and Plurality, but also on Rest and Motion.*? He showed that if the 
many is without unity, it follows that the same thing in the same re- 
spect is both at rest and in motion. Everything at rest is in a one some- 
thing, and everything that is in motion is departing from some one 
[position]; so that if the many do not share in a unity, they will be un- 
resting; and again, if they have in common the character of not sharing 
in some unity, they will be in somc one [state] and hence will be in this 
respect unmoving. The same things, therefore, will be moving and sta- 
tionary, so that the many are not altogether devoid of unity. Such was 
Zeno’s argument. But Socrates, considering that it has already been 
sufficiently demonstrated that these things must always partake of 

* Accepting Taylor's addition of Staxpiverdac. 

” Quoted also below, 777.9. 

“ Cousin’s reading vonray for ata énrav here is misguided. 


2 A further argument of Zeno’s not derivable from the text of Plato; cf. above 760- 
761, n. 29, and Intro., p. xli. 
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unity, demands that Zeno, who has left aside the proof that sensible 
pluralitics are not mercly separate from but united with one another, 
not show how the same thing in the sense world is both moving and at 
rest, but that he procccd to the intellectual monads and show how they 
also are unified and partake of one anothcr. It has becn adequately 
shown that the pluralitics in this world partake of certain monads 
through which their divided and scparate existences are brought under 
uniting bonds; yet before we can risc to that highest Parmenidean unity 
we must sec how the many invisible and transcendent monads exist in 
one another—how homogeneous their community is, how unmingled 
their purity, how likeness is mingled with unlikencss, how unity and 
plurality interpenetrate onc another, and how rest and motion partake 
of one another. He who apprehends this kind of mixture and inter- 
weaving of the ideas is the one whom Socrates really admires—and not 
as an ordinary object of admiration, for the term “rcmarkably”’ (thau- 
mastds) adds emphasis to his praise, indicating that this is what is really 
and truly an object worthy of remark (thauma). We see then how rele- 
vant are all the reactions of Socrates, his (initial) rejection, his suspi- 
cion, and his hope, the first when he contemplates the confusion and 
intermingling of the divine Ideas, the second when he envisages merely 
their union, and the last when he sees thcir joint unity and distinctness. 
This came last, like a flame lighted from fire-sticks, as the conscquence 
of his attentive scrutiny of the problem and his prolonged attention to 
the Ideas themselves (cf. Plato Ep. VII, 341cd). 

So much, then, may be said regarding the character of the discussion 
and its purposc in general. But now let us go back and look at the prob- 
lems themselves. What are Rest and Motion in thc intelligible world? 
What is their rank there? Do they participate in one another? Anyone 
can see, | think, that the demiurgic intellect, constituted of pure and 
immaterial notions, being the supracosmic crcator of all things to- 
gether, must be unchangcable in essence and in activity. For every in- 
divisible Idea is eternal, and what is eternal has its nature in rest. For, 
everything that changes cither in cssence or in activity, becoming or 
acting at one time in this way and at another timc in that, is originally 
or eventually divisible; but every intellect is indivisible, being simple 
and ungenerated. If then every intellect is indivisible, and every indi- 
visible thing cternal, and every eternal thing is immutably at rest, it is 
clear that every intcllect is at rest, and especially the demiurgic intellect; 
for by so much as itis mightier than the things that come after it, by so 
much the more does it guard its own station unmoved. And if in its 
entirety it establishes the whole cosmos, both its gencral form and the 
poles within it and their centres and axes, and gives to cach of them an 
abiding power, whence could it confer this gift if not from its own na- 
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ture? For it gives by virtue of its very being, and there is rest within it 
which is the cause of all things that are at rest. But there is also move- 
ment in it. For if it is a demiurge and thinks itself, clearly it docs so by 
energizing. Energizing is said to be perfect motion, and such is the 
demiurgic making and thinking. Furthermore if, as Plato says (Tim. 
37c), motion is, as it were, the life of bodily things, with much greater 
reason must we call motion that life-giving cause that is in the Demi- 
urge, for life itself is to be possessed of motion. And if it gives motion 
to the heavens and the world of generation, and gives it from its own 
nature, there must obviously be motion primordially in it. For what- 
ever creates by virtue of its being transmits to other things from the 
being that it has. Fire does not give coolness to other things, but heat; 
for it creates not by choicc but by its being, and it has no coolness in its 
being. Likewise the sun gives light, and the soul life. So that if the 
Demiurge gives motion to the things below it, he has the cause of mo- 
tion, together with rest, in his constitution. These considerations show 
that rest and motion both exist in the intelligible world, the latter as the 
eternity of the demiurgic thought and the agent of its providence, the 
former as the continuous uniformity of its demiurgic energy guarding 
its creative power. How can the providence of the Demiurge of the 
universe be alert and at its prime of effectiveness except through mo- 
tion? And how can it be steadfast, undeviating, and unchangeable ex- 
cept through rest? 

These two kinds, thercfore, Rest and Motion, we must posit as ex- 
isting in the Demiurge. But do these two kinds participate in one an- 
other or not? Now the Eleatic Stranger in the Sophist appears to deny 
mixture in their case (255a); for it is not fitting, he says, that all things 
be unmixed, nor again that all be mixed with one another; Samencss 
and Otherness mingle with one another, but Rest and Motion do not. 
Perhaps when Socrates in the present dialogue says he would admire 
anyone who is able to show that these Forms can be mingled, he is leav- 
ing room for the arguments in the Sophist that distinguish between the 
Forms that mingle and those that do not; and Socrates himself affects 
to be in doubt about these matters and aims ar learning something; 
whereas the Sage in the other dialogue gives a scientific exposition and 
proves that some kinds are separate and some are mingled with one an- 
other, for having the capability of experiencing the same things docs 
not necessarily involve reciprocal participation (“‘being open to” is the 
same as “having the capability’’). Or perhaps the measurcs of separa- 
tion and combination arc not the same for all Forms. For there is both 
unity and differentiation in the genera of being, and there is no one of 
them that does not mingle with the rest. But as in these genera some 
are more unified and others morc disparate, so also some are more ac- 
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tive in participation, others more effective in preserving their purity. 
Consequently, when in comparing Rest and Motion with the others 
we said they do not participate in one another, we did not mean that 
they are altogether unsociable and unmixed. For how, being correla- 
tive in a single system, can they fail to be friends of one another and 
partake, in a sense, of each other's natures—Rest deriving cffective en- 
ergy from Motion and Motion enduring power from Rest? Shall we 
make Rest ineffective and lifeless, or give it a share of life and energy? 
But if it is ineffective and lifcless, it will not be generative, nor an in- 
tellectual form. Every part of Intellect has Life, since it is not lawful to 
constitute Intellect of unthinking nor Life of lifeless parts. But if Rest is 
to have both life and cnergy, it will also have motion. In the same way 
shall we not also say that Motion energizes in a stable and unvarying 
fashion? How otherwise would one of the intellectual Forms act? This 
is why we call them unmoving causes. And if they have unchanging 
power, they partake in a sense of Rest. Consequently these Forms par- 
ticipate in each other. Nevertheless we often say thcy are unmixed, be- 
cause there is more otherness and differentiation in them than in Iden- 
tity and Difference; the latter are more unified than differentiated, but 
Rest and Motion more differentiated than unified. 

Perhaps again each of the Ideas aims at being both unificd and sepa- 
tated, just as was said carlier about the things in this world, that each 
of them is both one and many, and perhaps this is what Socrates meant 
in saying that he would admire one who could demonstrate that each 
of the intelligible Ideas is both differentiated and unified. This would 
secm to be shown by the added phrase “‘in themselves.’’ He does not 
say “with each other,” which would have sct us to scarching for their 
mixture with onc another, but ‘‘in themselves,” as if asking how each 
of them is at the same time differentiated and unified—so that Rest is 
one and many, and Motion too, like you and me and every sensible 
thing, the unity in the intelligible world being pluralized and the many 
there unified. If this view is accepted, the unmixcdness here is quite dif- 
ferent from that of Rest and Motion in the Sophist (255a); and it accords 
more with what is written in the Philebus (15d), that to say the same 
thing is one and many is acommonplace about sensible things, but that 
itis worth investigating how each of the intelligible monads is one and 
many. For this is the same as to show that each of the intelligible Ideas 
is differentiated and unified, as is said in the present passage. 

So much, then, Jet us say in general about the communion of Ideas, 
as they are unified and differentiated, each of them in itself, and all of 
them in rclation to one another. But for a thorough understanding of 
their mingling and their failure to mingle, we would perhaps be better 
to refer to our exegesis of the Sophist, where Plato's primary subject is 
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the participation and non-participation of the kinds of being.* Do 
Likeness and Unlikeness mingle not only with onc another but also 
with others, such as Rest and Motion? In general, do the genera of 
being mingle not only with themselves but also with the species of 
being? Or do some of them only partake of one another and others not? 
This is matter for a later inquiry. At any rate it seems absurd that causes 
partake of their effects, yet the five genera are the cause of the being of 
all the species. Perhaps, then, we should say that mixture occurs in sev- 
eral ways; beings of the same rank will mingle with cach other in one 
fashion, superiors with inferiors in another, and the inferior with their 
superiors in still another. Beings of equal rank circulate freely with onc 
another and share their peculiar powers; the superiors move among 
their inferiors and give of their specific properties to them, and exist in 
them through participation; the inferiors have their ground in their su- 
periors, they become their table-companions* and enjoy the same in- 
telligible fare, since they are in them causally. If this interpretation is 
true, the species mingle variously with onc another, and so do the gen- 
era, in accordance with the first kind of mingling, for such fellowship 
is-appropriate to beings of equal rank; the genera with their species in 
the second way, for they give something of themselves to their species; 
and species with their genera in the third way, for they have their foun- 
dation, their unity, and their being in them, nay rather, they are already 
causally in them from aforetime because of the constitution of all things 
in the indivisible.* 

These are not distinctions that we have invented; the theologians 
have expressed them symbolically in the doctrine of the “sacred mar- 
riages.” In general they call a “marriage,” in their mystical language, 
a homogeneous union and community between two divine causes. 
Such a union they sometimes find between beings of the same rank, 
and so speak of the marriages of Zeus and Hera, of Ouranos and Ge, of 
Cronos and Rhea; sometimes of the marriage of an infcrior and a su- 
perior, as in the marriage of Zeus and Demeter; and somctimes, con- 
versely, of superiors with inferiors, as when they talk of the marriage 
of Zeus and Kore; since some of the divine marriages are with equals, 
some with beings above them, and othcrs with beings below them; and 
we must recognise the special character of each such union and transfer 
from the gods to the Ideas the type of intermingling involved. 

Now that we have spoken in proper order of the subjects it deals 


This would seem to indicate the priority of a commentary on the Sophis: which does 
not survive. 

“ This rather striking image is possibly a reminiscence of Empedocles, fr. 147.1 D-K. 

*5 For the theoretical background to this passage, cf. EY, prop. 23. 

© CE. In Tim. Ml, 176.10££ Diehl = Orph. fr. 112 Kern. 
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with, let us consider the text itself. First of all then, in “distinguishing” 
the beings that participate from those in which they participate, the in- 
telligibles from the sensibles, and by elevating the higher over the 
lower, the text expresses the ‘‘undefiled”*” power of Intcllect, which 
cuts off all that is enmattcred, composite, and alicn from the intellectual 
and divine beings. Placing thc intclligible Forms “apart by themselves” 
is an image of the “implacable” power that stands unremitting guard 
over their purity. By taking them up in pairs it exhibits their gencrative 
and infinitely productive powers, and the triadic presentation of the an- 
tithesis within them reveals their complctencss and self-sufficiency and 
their whole power of producing perfection. And further, the order in 
which they are cnumeratcd expresses their continuity and unity; for 
after Likeness and Unlikeness come Plurality and Unity, and after 
them Rest and Motion; thus Plurality is appropriately joined to Like- 
ness and Unlikeness, and Rest to Unity. If then, as we have said, unity 
and plurality are seen throughout the whole of Intellect, motion and 
rest in the primary genera, and likeness and unlikeness in the secondary 
ones, then perhaps the first pair arc most in evidence in the part of In- 
tellect which rests (for that also is many and one), the second pair in the 
part which goes forth (for what goes forth from it is stable in its move- 
ment), and the third pair in that which reverts, for every such being is 
both like and unlike that to which it returns; so that it is reasonable that 
he should be content with thesc three antitheses. In any case, these too: 
are genera, and more universal than the other kinds, their species, and 
it is they with which Socrates begins, following the course of Zeno's 
arguments. For that he is following thosc in raising these points will be 
evident from what Parmenides latcr says to him: “And do you think 
there is a form of Likeness and of the One and Many which you heard 
Zeno expound?” The term “blending” (synkrasis) expresses the insep- 
arable community among the kinds and the immatcrial bond of their 
unity; and perhaps also the source-like nature of their primal efficacy. 
“Mixing-bowls filled from the source” we frequently mect in other 
writers,‘® and the Timaeus (41d) calls a ‘“‘mixing-bowl” (kratér) the 
cause in which the kinds of being are mixed. It is, then, in conformity 
with these ideas that he calls the mixture a blending. The philosopher 
knows many kinds of blending; there is the blending of Zeus in the Ti- 
maeus, and in the Philebus (61) those of Dionysus and Hephaestus. 
Finally, the salutation “‘Zeno’’ is addressed to the wisdom of the man 
and his arguments and expresses adherence to his doctrine as a whole. 


7 The &powzs Sivayes. and the dpeiducros Sivxpts below, arc Chaldaean terms. 
normally referring in Neoplatonic theology to classes of gods, but here taken as powers 
of Intellect. Cf. Pscllus, Hypot. ap. Des Places, pp. 198-199. 

% Or. Chald. fr. 42.3 D.P. 
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Socrates all but presents himself as uniting with Zeno and through this 
fellowship turning towards the one intellect of Parmenides. This is 
why in the ensuing conversation Parmenidcs responds to him, who has 
furnished such proofs of his acutcness, his sureness of judgement, and 
his enthusiasm for divine things so far as was reasonable for one so 
young; and also because, of all those present, he is the most fitted to be 
a receptacle of this mystical doctrine of things divine. 


“You have dealt with this subject very valiantly, I think; but as I say, my 
admiration would be much greater if anyone could show that these same 
perplexities are everywhere involved in the Forms themselves, among the 
objects we apprehend by reasoning, just as you have shown them to be in- 
volved in the things we see.”’ (129e-130a) 


Socrates’ whole purpose and the purpose of the whole discussion are 
contained in these words. He praises the discourse of Zeno as valiantly 
donc, because it uncovers and refutes the foolishness of the multitude, 
and stands to Parmenides' Being as the Auxiliaries do to the Guardi- 
ans.*? But Zeno has said that he wrote his book in a spirit of contro- 
versy, and Socrates changes controversially to valiantly, making the pas- 
sion into a virtue. How clse would it have been fitting for a young man 
to converse with his supcrior? He praises, then, as I said, the work of 
Zeno with striking alertness, but diverts the inquiry from the scen to 
the unseen world. Let it be taken as proved that there arc unities in this 
world of visible things. For even if Zeno was saying of every plurality, 
whether it be supposed to be an object of intuitive or discursive intel- 
lection or of sense-perception, that it was not devoid of unity (for he 
did not attach any qualification to his ‘“‘many,”’ but demonstrated his 
absurd consequences by postulating simple plurality), nevertheless the 
multitude to whom the argument was directed thought it was con- 
cerned in each case only with visible pluralities. Let it be taken, then, as 
proved to the multitude that in visible pluralitics there arc certain mo- 
nads and ties binding multiplicity together. In the same way show me, 
says Socrates, that communion of Ideas in the intelligible world; so that 
as you have shown the multitude that visible things are both many and 
one, in the same way you may show that all things in the higher world 
ate mingled with and separated. from one another. Socrates seems to 
say that he was persuaded that all beings in that other world arc united 
with one another, even as are the visible things of this world; but he 
wants to know how they are united. Their simplicity leads him to 
doubt whether they can be both unified and differentiated, whereas the 


© A reference to the political scheme of the Republic. 
© Reading ré sparc for ddpurta of MSS (West.). Cf. below, 1.36-37. 
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composite character of visible things makes it easy to recognize that 
they have both characteristics. It is not, then, whether they are unified 
and differentiated, he would say, but how these assertions about them 
can be made acceptable, as they are about visible things. For there are 
many things that we know arc possible, but want to know how they 
arc so. For instance, we know that the gods foreknow even contingent 
events, yet we want to know how they do so. Likewise, though we 
know there is unity and distinctness among the Forms, we seek to 
know how this is, for it is by searching for it that we will discover the 
unifying cause of the intelligibles. In fact there must be a single cause of 
the mixture, like the intelligibles that are the causes of the community 
between sensible things, since the pervading monads in the latter come 
from the higher unities. 

This, then, is the whole sense of this text. About the variety in this 
intermingling we have already spoken; the beings of equal rank mingle 
with one another, the inferior have communion with those above 
them, the superiors give of themselves to those below, and each of 
them is differentiated and combined within itself. These links we may 
call, in philosophical language, interweavings; but the theologians 
speak of them as “sacred marriages” and of the entities generated in 
common by them as “offspring.” (This is the way Plato proceeds in the 
Sophist, and so also the Socrates of the Philebus ([15b]) says he would 
greatly admire it if anyone could ascend from sensible things to the 
monads in the Ideas and show that each of them is both one and 
many.)*! 


While Socrates was speaking, Pythodorus said he was expecting that Par- 
menides and Zeno would both of them be annoyed; but, he says, they gave 
him their close attention and frequently looked at each other and smiled, as 
if in admiration of Socrates. And this indeed is what Parmenides said 
when Socrates had finished. (130a) 


These words make it plain, to anyone willing to notice it, that Py- 
thodorus is Socrates’ inferior in disposition. For, first, he has not 
understood the tenor of Socrates’ remarks, that they were an attempt 
to clicit these men’s wisdom by shifting the discussion to a problem of 
a higher order; instead he supposcs that Socrates’ reply was made for 
the sake of controversy and refutation. Furthermore, he has not yet 
grasped the greatness of these men, even though he is on most familiar 
terms with them, but thinks they will react in a boorishly sophistic way 
and be annoyed by objections. He is moved to this, first, by Zeno’s 
saying, ‘““You think my book was written from motives of ambition,’ 


51 This last passage seems out of place. A comment on dyaaGeiny of lemma? 
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and then by Socrates’ words, ‘‘You are trying to deceive us into think- 
ing that you are saying different things’’ and “‘It would be a monstros- 
ity ifa man should prove that likeness itself is unlikeness"’ and “There 
is nothing wonderful in showing that they run together in sensible 
things.” From these and other such remarks he takes Socrates to be 
rader than he should have been and them to be more boorish than befits 
the philosophic temper. In any case it is clear that he is thcir inferior, 
that he is disturbed by Socrates’ difficulties, and has not grasped either 
the purpose of Socrates or the high-minded intentions of his eminent 
companions. But he is not lacking in philosophical disposition, nor is 
hea mere sophist, since it is he, after all, who reports the conversation, 
and he makes no secrct of his own reaction, in order to give to the 
world a faithful report and a vivid picture of the life of those who took 
part in the first conversation. In so doing he reveals to the second au- 
dience both his own imperfection and the superabundant wisdom in 
the thought of his teachers. First of all he says that they gave thcir at- 
tention to Socrates, recognising the inspired excitement in him and his 
drive towards knowledge of the immaterial realm. Then, he says, they 
looked at each other, as if they thought Socrates of himself was ex- 
pounding their own mystical doctrine, for what they had said to one 
another in secret they heard Socrates express by virtuc of his native ge- 
nius. And then they smiled, as if in admiration of Socrates. This action 
is asymbol of their goodness, for they were not dispirited by Socrates’ 
objections, but rejoiced at finding a worthy recipient of their doctrines. 
And thus Parmenides is moved to address Socrates ‘when he had fin- 
ished.” In this phrase also Plato has given us a divine symbol. When a 
man is anticipating the appearance of the divine, he must exert himself 
to stir up the divine spark within him in preparation for participating 
in higher beings; but when the illumination from above is at hand he 
must be silent, and this is what Socrates does. Having aroused himself 
for the reception of these men’s insight, having by his words unfolded 
and exhibited his fitness for partaking of it, he stops speaking and be- 
gins to receive the midwifely instruction that they give him. 


“Socrates,”’ he said, “‘your urge for discussion is worthy of admiration.” 
(130a) 


Parmenides has been moved to speak, as he himself, says, by observ- 
ing the astuteness and the eagerness of Socrates, who is not content to 
remain longer in the sensible world busying himself with the monads 
there, but has raised his thought to the intellectual monads themsclves, 
immaterial and partless, thus completing a kind of circle and working 
his way back from progression into plurality to unity itself, (thus imi- 
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tating)*? the divine realm, which, following upon the power that gen- 
erates the secondary orders, turns back the completed term of the 
procession to its own beginning. For, as we have said, while Zeno was 
mainly contending against the multitude, Socrates was withdrawing 
from plurality and ascending to the One; as Zeno was uniting plurality, 
he himself was fleecing upwards from it and returning to the Parmeni- 
dean unity. (Rest)* is appropriate for beings of a paternal] and unitary 
nature; to beings of the second order belongs the generative power that 
leads to plurality; and to those after them, in the third rank, the power 
of reverting and leading back to the abiding cause the things that have 
proceeded from it. This, then, is what Socrates has donc, as his rank 
requires, and Parmenides is therefore moved to converse with him. For 
the gifts of the first causes arc not conferred upon beings of the third 
rank before they have been converted, but after the complcte juncture 
with them which is brought about through conversion. Moved, then, 
as I said, to discuss with Socrates, Parmenides begins with a salutation 
which summons him to himself. For Socrates is not an empty word 
here, but signifies a unification of his soul with Parmenides. For it is 
this that is the veritable Socrates, and in addressing him he appears to 
be doing nothing Icss than summoning the young man’s soul and unit- 
ing it with his own intellect. To the salutation he joins praise, which is 
an imparting of additional power; for praise coming from inspired men 
renders a well-endowed youth stronger for the reception of greater 
goods. Hence in praising his divine impulse towards the intellectual 
world he is also endowing him with greater competence. And in the 
third place he interrogates him about the constitution of the Ideas, 
arousing his mind to activity; for to what else docs it belong to inquire 
into intelligibles than to Intellect and the life of intelligence? If, then, in 
saluting him he gives him unity with himself, and with praise power, 
and with his questioning stirs up his intellectual insight, from all this it 
is clear once morc that it is the first causes, among the gods too, that 
bring into play unity, power, and thought among their successors. 
And what the question is, we will next see. 

52 Adding (xai ofrw yyoupérov) before ré Osia, as seems necessary for the sens¢ 


(West.). 
% Accepting Taylor’s supplement. 


144 


BOOK III 


INTRODUCTION 
BEB 


LIxE Book II, Book IL is comparatively short. It covers something 
less than a Stephanus page of the text, 130b1-e4, in a little over 50 col- 
umns of Cousin’s edition, and concerns Parmenides’ initial probing of 
Socrates’ belief in Forms. (Parmenides is actually probing the validity 
of the doctrine of Forms as set out in the Phaedo; that Proclus and his 
predecessors view the doctrine of the Phaedo from the perspective of 
the Timaeus, Sophist, and Philebus makes for distortions in their exe- 
gesis, but we must acccpt that.) Parmenidcs asks first whether Socrates 
believes in Forms separate from particulars, and then tries to make him 
specify of what things, or sorts of things, he postulates Forms. These 
are the first two of the traditional set of four questions about Forms 
(“‘Are.there Forms?” “Of what things are there Forms?” “How do par- 
ticulars participate in Forms?” and ‘‘Where are the Forms situated?”’) 
which Proclus discerns as being raised by Parmenides in this part of the 
dialogue. The last two are dealt with in Book IV of the Commentary, as 
we shall see. 

The first lemma, 130b1-6, which runs from 783.10 all the way to 
807.23, gives Proclus the opportunity for an extended discussion of the 
existence of Forms, from both the philosophical and the theological 
perspectives. He begins, methodically, at 785.4, with a sct of six tra~ 
ditional arguments for their existence. The first may be termed the ar- 
gument from the nature of the cosmos, and, though traditional, it is 
couched in distinctively Neoplatonic terms. The cosmos is. not self- 
constituted (addvadcraros), and consequently, not self-activating 
(abrevépynros). Whatever is self-constituted must be without parts, 
for the creative clement is partless, and if creator and created arc the 
same, the whole must be without parts, which is not the case with the 
cosmos. Nor is it self-activating, because nothing corporeal is sclf-ac- 
tivating, and the cosmos has a corporeal element (the fact that it also 
has a soul does not count, since its soul is not the whole of itself). So 
the cosmos has a cause outside of itself. 

We therefore turn our attention to this cause (786. 17f£.). This cause 
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must either create by choice and reasoning, or by its very being. But 
things that create by choice are intermittent in their creations—they can 
change thcir minds—and would thus produce a perishable product, 
whereas things that produce essentially create cternal products, and the 
cosmos is onc of the latter. Since the power of creating essentially ex- 
tends lower down the scale of creation than creation by choice and rea- 
soning (e.g. fire heats without dcliberation), it follows, according to a 
principle of Proclinc metaphysics enunciated most clearly at ET, prop. 
57, that it is also ontologically prior to it (787.16-19). Therefore the 
causal principle of the cosmos is something that transcends delibera- 
tion. 

It is also that primarily which its product is derivatively (ET, prop. 
18). The cosmos is agreed to be filled with immanent forms, so that its 
archetypal cause must be a plenum of transcendent Forms, and that is 
what we wanted to arrive at—the realm of Nous. Forms must therefore 
exist. 

Having established this, he turns to criticise Aristotle’s doctrine in 
Met. XII, 10, which grants the universe a final cause, but not an effi- 
cient one. But, says Proclus, if the cosmos reccives nothing from this 
Cause that it strives towards, its striving is in vain, whereas if it re- 
ceives something, then the causc is its cfficient cause also; and we can- 
not suppose that the cosmos strives eternally towards a Good from 
which it receives nothing. 

The subsequent arguments we may deal with more briefly. The sec- 
ond (788.29-790.4) is chat from our intuition of perfection. There are 
no perfect specimens of anything, such as a circle or a straight line, in 
the physical universe, and yet we conceive of thesc and have some sort 
of acquaintance with them. If we can conccive of these entities, how 
much more so can the Demiurge, in his creation of the world? These 
he contemplates within himself. This argument derives ultimately 
from the Phaedo, overlayed with centurics of scholasticism, and should 
be thoroughly familiar to us. 

The third argument is that from the order of the universe (790.5- 
791,28). How could this come about, if it all came together by chance? 
If this is impossible, then the universe must be given structure by a 
causal principle and this principle must know itself (otherwise it would 
be inferior to beings in the universe of its own creation which know 
themselves), and the objects of its sclfknowledge will be the Forms. 
He ends this argument by enunciating a principle which he also pro- 
duces elsewhere (cf. In Alc. 132.11 ff., In Tim. II, 25.116), to the effect 
that the external energeia of an entity is only a reflection of its inner ener- 
geia, and that thus the cosmos as a whole is a reflection of the ‘‘all-com- 
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plete monad of the Forms,” and its individual parts of the particular 
monads (791.22-28). 

The fourth argument (791.29-795.8) is based on the regularity of 
genera and species. The individual man, for instance, may indeed come 
from sced, but the genus Man must preexist any potentiality such as a 
seed, and exists eternally. It is Nature as a whole which regulates the 
production of individuals according to thcir species, according to the 
logoi inherent in it. But prior to the immanent logoi are the transcendent 
Forms, to which Nature looks, and so we are once again back where 
we want to be. 

The fifth argument (795.9-796.14) puts the case that there must be 
unmoving causes of the permanent genera and specics, the heavenly 
bodies, and the cosmos itself, and these cannot be bodily, or even in 
Nature, since Naturc is unrcasoning, and these causes must be intelli- 
gent (since they produce intelligent things). So once again we are 
brought back to the Forms. At 795.39ff., we find a Procline hierarchy 
of levels of being, presented as follows: 


All things exist cither visibly or invisibly, either inseparable from 
bodies or separately; and if separate, unmoving in both being and 
activity, or unmoving in their being but mobile in activity. The 
genuine unmoving beings, consequently, are those that are un- 
changeable both in their being and in their activity. Such are the 
intelligences. Second come those that are unmoving in being but 
mobile in activity, such as souls. Third are those that are invisible, 
but inseparable from visible things, like the natural forms (ra gu- 
ovxd); and last are the visible forms that exist distributively, in sen- 
sible objects. Thus far extends the procession of the Forms, and 
with them the descent comes to an end. 


The sixth and final argument (796.14-797.3) is based on logic. 
“Demonstration,” says Proclus, “proceeds from premises that are 
prior and more authoritative’ (he appeals here, with mild irony, to the 
authority of Aristotle, An. Post. II, 5). These premises are universals 
(ré kadodov), and may be regarded as causes of the propositions dem- 
onstrated from them. These universals cannot be found in bodies, and 
so must be ontologically prior to them—a conclusion by no means Ar- 
istotelian from Aristotelian doctrines. 

‘Heends this section of the commentary, the philosophical discussion 
of the existence of Forms, with a sort of coda (797.4-798.26), showing 
that only a man like Socrates, who has in his own life separated off his 
soul, and his consciousness of himself as soul, from his bodily con- 
cems, can really understand the Theory of Ideas. He then gives a sum- 
mary of the six arguments. As Proclus presents them, they bear a 
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notable similarity to Stoic arguments for the existence of God (partic- 
ularly those from the order and regularity of the universe), but that is 
perhaps not surprising, since the Stoics were the great formulators of 
arguments, and many of their reasonings serve a Platonist purpose just 
as well. 

We pass on now (799.23-804.37) to a rather more exotic mode of ar- 
gument, which Proclus denominates “theological,”’ being based on the 
doctrines of the theologians (Orpheus), and of the gods themselves (the 
Chaldaean Oracles). In view of the traditional antithesis of later times 
between Philosophy and Theology, it is interesting to note the rela- 
tions betwecn the two in Proclus’ system. Theology is given superfi- 
cially a more honoured place, but in fact the doctrines of the thcologi- 
ans (and of the gods) must concord with those of Plato (as understood 
by Proclus) in order to be acceptable, though this is tactfully disguised 
by claiming Plato to be in accord with them. 

This section, for the length of which Proclus ends by (almost) apol- 
ogising (‘‘I have dwelt at length on this subject because of my own in- 
terest in it,” 805.1-2), is most useful as a survey of his doctrine on the 
various levels of Form, and what they cach contribute to sensible par- 
ticulars, but it cannot be said to advance our comprehension of the text, 
so it may, J] think, be passed over lightly. At 805.1, however, he turns 
back to the text, to discuss the Forms which Parmenidcs mentions; first 
Likeness, and then Unity and Plurality. 

What is Likeness in the intelligible realm, first of all? It is “the power 
that assimilates all secondary things to the intelligible causes, and 
brings the two extremes together,” performing thus the role taken on 
by the assimilative order of gods in the henadic realm. It is of interest 
here that Proclus shows mild embarrassment in explaining that of 
course we should not be surprised to find the expression aphomoiatiké 
taxis referring also to Likeness itsclf, in the noetic realm, as in fact it is 
later, in Book VII, when we come to discuss Parm. 139e7-140b5 
(1191. 13f6.), since “these names are used both in a general and a partic- 
ular sense, as referring to henads or to Forms’’ (805.15-17). 

In situating Likeness in the noctic realm, he takes the opportunity to 
reject threc false views, the first and third terminological, the middle 
one more substantial. First (805.33ff.), he condemns one thinker for 
terming likeness and unlikeness “slack” (aveqzévau) forms of same- 
ness and otherness. He condemns the same view in Book VII, at 
1193.16-24, when the subject of Likeness comes round again. There! 
suggest Iamblichus as the culprit, on somewhat slender grounds, but 
there is really no compelling evidence. 

The second heresy (and quite a plausible one) is that only Likeness 1s 
proper to God, while Unlikeness is characteristic of Matter (806. 44ff-). 
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Plotinus, for one, does refer to Matter as “the place of Unlikeness” at 
Enn. I, 8.13.16, actually quoting the Politicus (273d6)—whcre some 
secondary authorities (Simplicius, for example) read ponton for topon, a 
reading which Proclus appears to be following here—and it could well 
be he whose interpretation of Plato Proclus is “correcting” here. If so, 
it will serve as another of the small, but significant, number of places 
where Proclus criticises his great predecessor. 

The third position to be condemned is one which places likeness and 
unlikeness in the category of relation (oyéots). They may preside over 
the relations of secondary entities to primary, says Proclus, but they 
themselves must be regarded as absolutes, as must all Forms. Who 
would have claimed this, among Proclus’ immediate predecessors, is 
unclear, but it seems hardly worth his while to criticise ancient Stoics 
at this point. 

The other Forms mentioned in the lemma are Unity and Plurality. 
These Proclus places at a level below the basic principles of Limit and 
Unlimitedness, which are manifested primarily in the henadic realm, 
but also are basic constituents of the intcllectual realm. Unity and Plu- 
rality perform the same role at the intelligible-and-intellectual level (as 
we shall learn more fully, he promises [806.40-41], when we come to 
the Second Hypothesis). Below that again, we will find Same and 
Other, as structural principles at the intellectual level. Thus Proclus 
disposes of the possible embarrassment of Parmenides’ producing hen 
and polla as representative Forms. 

In the next lemma (130b7-10), Parmenides adduces the Forms of Jus- 
tice, Beauty, and Goodness, in that order, and this leads Proclus to a 
brief discussion of each of them. At each stage, he has to exert his in- 
genuity to explain why Parmenides mentions just the Forms he does 
mention and not others, and why in that particular order—problems 
very much the product of the demands of Neoplatonic exegesis. He be- 
gins with a reminder that it is only at the level of Soul, and so of dialec- 
tical discourse, that Forms are distinguished from one another. In In- 
tellect they are all together: “So it is that the Forms that we have 
considered hitherto have been the most general and universal—unity, 
plurality, likeness, unlikeness, rest, motion—whereas the oncs now 
presented are, in a sense, secondary to them, and in another sense not’”’ 
(809.19-24), These latter, “ethical” Forms are concerned, not with con- 
ferring being, on things, but rather with their perfecting (reAeiwors), 
and in this way they are secondary. But evcn among these three therc 
is a distinction in the extent of their influence. Justice imposcs order on 
souls, but does not concern itself with bodies as such; Beauty confers 
lustre on bodies, and the Good gives all things the cohesion and sym- 
metry which allows Beauty to shine out in them (things, it seems, can 
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be informed by the Good without exemplifying Beauty), and thus, by 
the principle that higher entities extend their influence further down 
the scale of being than lower ones (cf. ET, prop. 57), we observe a hi- 
erarchical order—Good, Beauty, Justice. 

Proclus here takes the occasion to note that Parmenides does not 
mention the opposites of these Forms, whereas he has previously 
talked of Likeness and Unlikeness, One and Many, and Rest and Mo- 
tion. This is because there are no Forms of the opposites to moral or 
aesthetic qualities. The issue had been a live one in Neoplatonic circles 
ever since Amelius had asserted the existence of such Forms, and Pro- 
clus will, as he promises, return to this question below (829. 22ff.). 

Finally (811.4f£.), Proclus points out that each of these Forms exist 
also on a higher level, as a henad. This point is probably brought in to 
solve a potential embarrassment about the status of Goodness (or the 
Good), which is plainly, in Rep. VI, 506aff., situated at a level above 
the Forms. This passage, Proclus assures us, refers to the henad of 
Goodness, and so once again, as in the case of Unity, mentioned by 
Parmenides previously, there is no contradiction. 

The next lemma (130c1-2) brings in the Forms of Man, Fire and 
Water, about which Socrates is more doubtful. Proclus takes this as an 
opportunity to set out the whole seira or causal chain of a form like 
Man. Remarkably, he postulates a form of man proper to every level 
of the physical cosmos—a heavenly, a fiery, an airy and a watery man, 
all prior to ourselves, the chthonic species (812. 10-16), and the same in 
the case of Horse or Lion. As to what these entitics might be, we are 
given no clue. They are introduced here abruptly and unexpectedly, 
where one might have expected a series of intelligible, intelligible-in- 
tellectual, and intellectual forms. In the case of Fire, one can more easily 
comprchend a distinction betwecn, at least, heavenly and sublunar fire, 
but what the watery level of fire would consist in I find it hard to imag- 
ine. Perhaps the superior classes of Man and Horse are not individuals 
at all, but simply transitional levels of Form, mediating between the in- 
telligible Form and the material individual, but this is not made clear. 
In any case, they cannot be regarded as types of daemon or other su- 
perior being, because these entities, on Proclus’ theory, already in- 
habit, as such, the spheres of fire, air and water. 

At any rate, such Forms as those of natural genera and species are 
more particular than those mentioned previously, and Proclus wisely 
declines to go into their exact status in the realm of Forms, as being a 
subject “‘surpassing human intelligence” (813.19-20). To do so would 
invite, as it has in the past, refutation and ridicule. 

There follows a short, transitional lemma (130c3-4), in which Pro- 
clus first praises Plato’s dramatic portrayal of Socrates’ gradual devel- 
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opment from certainty, through doubt, to (negative) certainty, and 
secondly reminds us that, although all Forms are together in Intellect, 
they do vary in dignity (even as a statesman holds in his mind simul- 
taneously conceptions of officials of very varying rank!). This leads up 
to the second main excursus of the book, provoked by the lemma 
130c5-d2, on the old question in Platonism, “Of what things are there 
Ideas?” This continues for most of the rest of the book (815. 14-833.23) 
and is of considerable importance as a statement of Neoplatonic doc- 
trine. For the Middle Platonic doctrine on this subject one may turn to 
Albinus’ Didaskalikos, ch. 9 (163.20ff. Hermann). There, after giving 
Xenocrates’ definition of an Idea as an “eternal paradigm of natural 
things,” Albinus goes on to list those things of which “most Platon- 
ists” would deny that there were Ideas—artificial objects (such as 
“shield” or “lyre’’), unnatural conditions (fever, cholera), individuals 
(Socrates, Plato), trivial or worthless (eéveA7) things (dirt, chaff), or 
relative concepts (‘‘greater,”’ “‘prevailing” [tepéxwv]). Against this 
background, we may examine Proclus’ account. 

He begins by posing eleven questions which onc may ask about the 
range of things of which they are Forms. They represent a certain elab- 
oration of Albinus’ list, but we do not know how comprehensive, or 
representative of Middle Platonism as a whole that really was. I will 
run through these questions briefly. What we will discover, I think, is 
that developed Neoplatonic metaphysics puts the original Theory of 
Ideas (if we can speak of such a thing!) under considerable strain. 


1. Is there a Form of Intellect—or, as Proclus puts it, a paradigm of 
noera ousia in the Demiurge? To postulate a Form of Intellect in Intel- 
lect, among all the other Forms, which are themselves intellects, would 
seem eminently superfluous, if not absurd, but the question has to be 
faced by a consistent Platonist. Proclus’ argument (816. 1ff.) is that any- 
thing that has a paradigm must be a copy, and to call intellectual being 
acopy of anything would be absurd, since being a copy involves partial 
not-being (Soph. 240b), and an element of unlikeness to its model, and 
neither of these conditions holds for the individual intellect. The intel- 
lect has a cause, then, but no paradigmatic Form. This argument may 
not be convincing, but it is interesting as showing a Neoplatonist at- 
tempt to avoid an awkward anomaly in the Theory of Ideas. 


2. Is there a Form of Soul (817.3-820.37)? This Proclus finds more 
complicated, since there is agreed to be a monad of Soul in the Demi- 
urge, but we have the problems (a) that there are many grades of soul 
in the universe, and (b) that individual divine souls are immortal, and 
should have Forms of their own (the question of Forms of individuals 
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will be taken up later, as Question 8). There is also the awkward point 
that Soul might be described as an “image” of Intellect, even as Time 
is an image of Eternity. 

It is divine souls that Proclus deals with first. The problem there is 
that Neoplatonic metaphysics, partly based on the “sowing” of the 
souls described in Timaeus 41de, demands a separate paradigmatic soul 
associated at least with cach of the heavenly bodies (or rather with their 
intellectual archetypes), cach with a “chain” of souls dependent upon it 
(as envisaged in the Phaedrus myth). These must have some relation to 
the basic monad of Soul, but they cannot just be subsumed into it. He 
concludes (819.17f£.): ““We must therefore posit an order among the 
Ideas: there is an Idea of Soul in general; yet each soul, being monadic, 
is constituted by its specific formula (logos). . . . And necessarily it 
must be Intellect that produces the Idea that produces each of these 
souls; hence an intclligible Idea of each must be present in the pro- 
ducer.” There are in fact, then, Forms of these divine souls. (For a more 
comprchensive statement of Proclus’ theory of souls, see props. 184- 
211 of ET.) 

Irrational souls also have an intelligible paradigm (819.30ff.). This 
apparently paradoxical claim was madc already by Plotinus, in Enn. 
VI, 7.9, where he points out that the Form of an irrational entity need 
not itself be irrational—the Form of Horse, for example, will be an in- 
tellect. If we are to try and identify this paradigm more closely, Proclus 
suggests (820. 1ff.) that we might consider either the archetypal faculty 
of sense-perception present in the Demiurge (another remarkable en- 
tity proposed by Plotinus in Enn. VI, 7), or perhaps the archetype of 
Nature, the “fount” of all natures—the use of the adjective pégaios in 
this connexion suggests Chaldaean theologising, and specifically the 
Chaldaean Hecate (cf. Or. Chald. fr.54 DP). That irrational souls are 
immortal] is a doctrine attributed even to some Middle Platonists (Nu- 
menius, Harpocration of Argos, cf. Olymp. ‘B’ In Phaed. 124. 13ff. 
Norvin; Hermeias, In Phaedr. 102.10ff. Couvreur), but whether they 
postulated any sort of noctic archetype of irrational soul is quite uncer- 
tain. 


3. This curious doctrine on irrational soul leads to his third query 
(820.38-821.33), whether there is a Form of Nature. Proclus comes down 
in favour of this, relying both on Chaldaean doctrine and on Timaeus 
41e, where the Demiurge exhibits to souls “the nature of the universe,” 
which Prodlus understands to be the paradigm of Nature in his mind 
(cf. his comments at In Tim. Ill, 270.16ff. on this passage). He ends 
with what he declares to be a personal opinion (inadvertently, perhaps, 
revealing how much of his doctrine is not personal but derived from his 
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predecessors, especially Syrianus), to the cffect that the Form of Nature 
contains all those souls which partake in eternity, while irrational 
souls, or “natures,” are comprehended in the god who presides over 
the creation of body, the sublunary Demiurge—or Hephaestus, in 
mythological terms. 


4. Whatever the merit of this personal contribution, it leads him to 
his next problem, is there a Form of Body? (821.34-822.38). Again, the 
body-creating (cwperoupyés) god is brought in, to contain the intellec- 
tual and formal causes of bodies. It becomes apparent, though, that 
what Proclus is primarily concerned with are the heavenly bodies, e.g. 
the body of the Sun. If our bodies have a paradigmatic cause, it would 
be only at many removes. 


5. Fifthly, is there a Form of Matter? Even here, Proclus is unwilling 
absolutely to give up on the notion, bizarre as it might seem. Of 
course, matter as such is the antithesis of Form, but in the case of the 
“matter” of the heavenly bodies, one might postulate a paradigm of that 
in the mind of the Demiurge. 


6. Are there Forms of animals and plants (823.16-824.12)? This is 
straightforward enough, since Timaeus 30d guarantees that the Essen- 
tial Living Being contains the concepts of all living beings, and it was 
always part of the Platonic tradition that there were Forms of all natural 
objects, though there were incvitably difficulties about the rclations 
between genera and species. 


7. The next question, however, is a very vexcd one, that concerning 
Forms of individuals (824.13-825.35). The general Platonic view on this, 
expressed, as we have seen, by Albinus, was that there were not, and 
with this position Proclus is in agreement. The notion of Forms of in- 
dividuals, however, had tempted Plotinus, who wrote a treatise on the 
subject (Enn. V, 7), though what his final view on the qucstion was is 
a matter of controversy into which we do not nced to go now (see n. 
28 below). The causes of individuals, says Proclus, are not intelligible 
paradigms, but rather causes within the cosmos, such as differences of 
season or region. 


8. A similar situation obtains with parts of animals, such as finger or 
eye, which is the eighth question. It would be absurd, says Proclus, to 
postulate Forms of these, but there are causes of them in Nature, and 
even at the level of Soul (826. 136f.). This again relates to the interesting 
theorising of Plotinus, at the beginning of Enn. VI, 7, where he raises 
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the question whcther souls receive their lower faculties (including the 
power to shape parts of the body) on entry into the body, or whether 
thcy possess them originally. Either way there are difficulties, but Plo~ 
tinus prefers the latter alternative, and so does Proclus. Once again, 
though, he appends a “personal” view, revealing his theurgic interests 
(826.21ff.): “And if | may give my own opinion, we ought not to dis- 
miss the view that daemons are separate causes of the parts, as is shown 
by the invocations of those who are assigned to the finger, eye, and 
heart, although gods are the causes of the wholes that contain them.” 
The Papyri Magicae Graecae are full of such invocations, together with 
the sacred names of the daemons concerned. 


9. We move next to accidents (ovupBeBynx6ra), or qualities 826.27ff.). 
Are there Forms of these? In answer, Proclus makes a distinction be- 
tween qualitics which are “perfective and completive” (reAscatexé Kat 
ovp7Anpwrixd) of their substances, such as likeness, beauty, health, or 
virtue, and thosc that are not, such as whiteness, blackness, or sweet- 
ness. Of the former there are Forms; the latter are present in bodies by 
virtue of logoi cmanating from Nature. This is not a distinction be- 
tween primary and secondary qualitics in the accepted sense, but some- 
thing more peculiar. The difference between beauty, say, and white- 
ness is perhaps that beauty concerns the whole essence of a thing, while 
whiteness only concerns one aspect of it. But where, one might ask, 
would such qualities as roundness or softness fit in? There is a Form of 
Circularity, but not, I think, of Softness; yct both might be secn as 
“completive and perfective’’ of a peach. But we must not get into an 
argument with Proclus. 


10. Next, we turn to artificial objects (827.26ff.). Traditionally, as we 
have seen, Forms of these were not admitted, but Proclus cannot ig- 
nore certain troublesome Platonic passages, such as Republic X, 497b, 
with its Idea of Bed, and the Idea of Shuttle in the Cratylus. He disposes 
of the Ideal Bed, however, by suggesting that the ‘‘form” of bed is sim- 
ply the reason-principle in the mind of the artisan, the overall skill of 
whom is conferred upon him by the Demiurge, who in that sense could 
be spoken of as having an archetype of bed in his mind. There are in 
fact, then, no Forms of artificial objects. However, Proclus does wish 
to make a distinction (828.20ff.) between arts and sciences which are 
‘‘anagogic,”’ leading us to a vision of reality, and those which are not. 
Of the former, such as arithmetic or astronomy (in their higher forms. 
as described in Rep. VII), there arc Forms; of the lower, purcly material 
or recreational arts, there are not. 
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11. We come, lastly, to the vexed question of Ideas of Evils 
(829.22ff.), a matter which had been raised by Amelius, as we have 
seen, and which was still to some extent a live issue. Amelius’ argu- 
ment, it seems (see n. 31 below), was that if there were not, then God 
could have no knowledge of evils. Proclus refers us at the outsct to a 
special essay he has written on the subject (preserved only in a Latin 
translation), On the Existence of Evils, but he repeats the arguments 
here. His basic point is that, if onc accepts (as all Platonists did) that 
Forms themselves are good, then we are in an insoluble difficulty. Arc 
Ideas of evils good? If so, how can their manifestations be evil? On the 
other hand, if they were evil, then the Demiurge would have evil in 
him as well as good, and would be the cause of evils as well as goods, 
which would conflict with the well-known testimony of the Timaeus 
(29a-e) that the Demiurge is good, and that he wishes the cosmos to be 
as like himself as possible. The argument reported by Asclepius as 
being that of Amelius Proclus does not address here at all. He views 
evils as having only a dcrivative existence (apugiotapeva, 829.26), 
being perversions of Forms or reason-principles caused by Matter. 


In his summary (831.25f£.), Proclus specifies three basic attributes of 
Forms—Goodness, Essentiality, Eternity, deriving respectively from 
the One (the First Cause), the One Being, and Aeon. All paradigmatic 
Forms derive thcir being from these three. Having asserted this, he 
adds a sort of coda about “‘things ofno account,” such as hair, mud, and 
dirt, since they were mentioned in the text. Hair is a part, not a whole, 
so it is disqualified by that alone; mud is an indeterminate mixture of 
elements, so it docs not count as a definite thing; and dirt is simply a 
by-product of other processes. 

Apparently, some witty or malignant person (832.12ff.) had at- 
tempted to argue that there was a Form of Dirt, as follows: katharsis 
(cleansing or purification) is a virtuc, and there are Forms of virtues; 
but katharsis is cleansing of dirt; therefore there must be a Form of Dirt. 
The basis of this argument, such as it is, must be that cleansing is a rel- 
ative term, and if there is a paradigm of it in the noetic world, then 
there must be a paradigmatic correlative of it for it to cleanse. The ar- 
gument is patently sophistic, but Proclus is sufficiently bothered by it 
to devote half a page to its refutation, though he seems rather to miss 
the point. He accepts that there is a Form of Purification, but denies 
that that implies a Form of Dirt. However, Light and Intellect, the 
counter-examples he produces, are not relative to anything in the way 
that Purification is. He would have done better, one would think, to 
deny that Purification, in the sense in which it is a Form, is a relative 
term. 
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Since this curious argument is brought into relation with Amelius’ 
argument about Forms of Evils, through the argument that Intellect, if 
it knows good, must know evil also, onc might suppose that Amclius 
is the author of this argument also, but the thoroughly frivolous and 
anti-Platonic tendency of it seems characteristic rather of a sophist like 
Lucian. 

Proclus recalls himself from this major excursus to the text 
(833. 19ff.), by making a point which he will maintain throughout the 
exegesis of the first part of the dialogue, that all the difficulties raised 
by Parmenides are ‘“‘maicutic,”’ have a positive purpose, that of deep- 
ening Socrates’ understanding of dialectic and of the Theory of Ideas, 
and not simply of refuting him. 

The next eleven lines of text (130d3-e4) Proclus dismisses in two 
lemmata and a little over three Cousin columns. His chief concern here 
is that Parmenides might seem to be suggesting (as indecd, on an im- 
partial view, he does) that when Socrates becomes more mature, he will 
sec that there must be Forms of al] things to which we attach a common 
name, even mud and hair, and that one should not import normative 
criteria into the Theory of Ideas. That he could be saying this, though, 
Proclus cannot accept. What he must be saying, he feels (835.4ff.), is 
that we must not think that such things as mud or hair are devoid of 
any higher causes. All things, even Matter itself, depend, at some re- 
move, on the One, but the causes of trivial, matcrial things will be, not 
intelligible Forms directly, but rather reason-principles in Nature (gu- 
ouxoi Adyot). Alternatively, or in addition, Parmenides is also looking 
to the causal principle above the Forms, the One Being, the creative 
power of which,. being superior to the particular Forms, extends fur- 
ther than they do, down to the creation, by means of physikoi logoi, of 
such things of hair and mud. All things have their cause in the One 
Being. 

And on that note we then turn to Book IV, which takes us through 
Parmenides’ ever more troublesome objections to the “‘classical’’ The- 
ory of Ideas, which, on Proclus’ interpretation, has the purpose of pro- 
viding us with a panorama of the full range of levels of form, and a 
proper discerning of their characteristics. 
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“Tell me. Do you yourself make this distinction you mention and separate 
the Forms themselves from the things that participate in them? And do you 
think that there is a Likeness itself separate from the likeness which we 
have, and a One and a Many and all the other things in Zeno’s argument 
that you have just been listening to?” “I think so,”’ said Socrates. (130b) 


Parmenides questions him first about the reality of the Ideas, 
whether he thinks there are things that are scparate from the many and 
are their causes, and whether he had come upon the reality of these ob- 
jects himself, or had heard it from someonc else. This is not an idle 
question that he is asking; he wants to know, above all, whether Soc- 
rates merely has an opinion about them “drawn from other sources” 
(Phaedy. 235c) or whether it is his own intelligence that has aroused him 
to this insight and enabled him to sec the transcendent monads above 
the immanent ones, the unparticipated prior to those that are partici- 
pated. For the disciples of Parmenides held some such opinion, and it 
was likely that this doctrinc had come to Socrates’ attention and that he 
speaks as he does from accepting it as a dogma, and not as a result of 
his own inquiry. This, then, and nothing else is the purpose of Par- 
menides’ question, to arouse Socrates’ intuitive reason and prepare it 
for the sight of the intelligibles; he is appealing to the intellect in him, 
not to his opinions. For it is visions of Intcllect that Parmenides is going 
to reveal in the discourse that will follow. And we must infer from 
these assurances (of Socrates) that he had the notion, not only of objects 
of definition, but also of separable Ideas, and had not been led to posit 
Ideas, as Aristotle said,' from his great concern with definitions, but 
that a genuinely divine instinct led him to them also, since he was only 
a young man when he was clearly roused to see these Idcas by his own 
efforts. This is just what Parmenides wants to know about him. 

Enough about the language of the text. Let us now turn our attention 
toits substance. There are four problems involved in discussions about 
the Ideas. First, are there Ideas? For what could anyone say about them 


1 Met. A, 6.987b3-4, M, 4.1078b27-30. 
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unless their existence has been previously agrced upon? Second, of 
what things are there Ideas and of what things not? (There are many 
differences of opinion on this point also.) Third, what sort of realities 
are Ideas, and what is thcir peculiar property? And fourth, how do 
things in this world participate in them and what is the manner of this 
participation? The thrce last-mentioned problems are brought up in the 
dialogue and reccive considcrable attention; but the first is not devel- 
oped, doubtless because Plato left it for us to explore. Since we must 
reach agreement on this before we take up the other questions, let us 
examinc it on our own and see what arguments can establish the hy- 
pothesis of Ideas and demonstrate that they exist to those who want to 
learn it. 


1. Let us begin with the following point. Is this visible cosmos—by 
cosmos 1 mean the corporeal cosmos as such—self-constituted, (or 
must we suppose that it depends upon a cause outside itself?)? This is 
the first question to be examined. Now if this cosmos is sclf-consti- 
tuted, many absurd consequences result. For whatever is self-consti- 
tuted must be without parts, since everything that creates and every- 
thing that generates is altogether bodiless. Even bodies create by means 
of bodiless powers, fire by heat, and snow by cold. And if whatever 
creates must be bodiless, and in a self-constituted thing it is the same 
thing that creates and is created, that generates and is generated, the 
sclf-constituted must be altogether without parts. But the cosmos is 
not of that sort, for every body is divisible in every way; thus the cos- 
mos is not self-constituted. 

Again, from another point of view, whatever is sclf-constituted is 
self-activating; a fortiori whatever gencrates itself is naturally able to act 
upon itself, since to make and to gencrate are to act; but this cosmos is 
not self-moving, since it is corporeal. Certainly no bodily thing is 
formed by nature to move and be moved simultaneously as a whole, 
any more than it can heat itself and be heated by itself at the same time 
as a whole, since when being hcated it is not yet hot, and when it heats 
it has heat; thus the same thing will be, and will not be, hot. Hence just 
as it is impossible that anything bodily can change itsclf, so also it is 
impossible that it should move in any other way. In general every form 
of bodily movement resembles rather an effect, whereas self-moving 
activity is bodiless and partless; so that if the cosmos is corporeal, it 
cannot be self-moving, and if not self-moving not self-constituted. 


2 Accepting Cousin’s filling im of the lacuna here. On the doctrine of selé-constimted 
entities (abévréarara), sec ET, props. 40-51; Gersh, KINHZIZ AKINHTOS. App. II. pp- 
128-135; and John Whittaker, ‘‘The Historical Background of Proclus’ Doctrine of the 
Authupostata,” in De lamblique 4 Proclus, Entretiens Fondation Hardt XXII, 1975. 
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And if it is not self-constituted, clearly it has its being from some other 
cause. For whatever is not sclf-constituted is such in one of two ways, 
either as superior to a cause, or as inferior. The sort which is superior 
to a cause has a successor which is such as to be self-constitutcd; the. 
inferior type is altogether dependent upon another cause which is self- 
constituted.> Consequently, the cosmos must be dependent upon an- 
other and higher cause. 

Let it, then, be taken as demonstrated that the cosmos depends upon 
some higher cause. Now does this cause act by choice and reasoning, 
or does it produce the universe by its very being? If it acts by deliberate 
choice, its action will be unstable and variable, now in this way and 
now in that, and the cosmos then will be perishable; for what comes 
into being from a cause that acts differently at diffcrent times is change- 
able and perishable. But if the cosmos is eternal (a point which is not 
under inquiry at present), what creates it must create by its very being. 
In fact, everything that acts by deliberate choice necessarily has some 
creative activity that it exercises by its very being. Our soul, for ex- 
ample, does many things by deliberate choice, but nevertheless gives 
life to the body by its very being; while its substratum is serviceable, it 
necessarily lives its own life, even without the soul exercising a choice.* 
For if the life of our body were dependent upon our deliberate choice, 
the living thing might easily be dissolved as a result of any turn of 
events, the soul on such occasions deciding not to cooperate with the 
body. Not everything that creates by its very being has another power 
of creating by deliberate choice. For example, fire heats by its presence 
only and does no action by deliberate choice; nor does snow, nor any 
other bodily thing qua body. If, then, the power of creating by its very 
being extends more widely than creation by deliberate choice, clearly 
it comes from some higher and more august cause.> And this is to be 
expected; for the creative activity of thosc beings that make what they 
do by their very being is effortless, and we must concede that effort- 
lessness belongs primarily to the divine, since we also live most easily 
and with least effort when our life is god-like and in the path of virtue: 
If, then, the cause of the All is one that creates by its very being, and 
what creates by its very being does so from its own essence, this creator 
is primarily what its product is derivatively, and gives to it in a lesser 
degree the character that it has eminently; just as fire both gives heat to 
something else and is itself hot, and the soul gives life and has life. You 
will find this statement true of all things that create by their very being. 


! The unexpressed minor premise: the cosmos obviously has no self-constituted suc- 
cessor. 


* Reading xai ui) zposhopérns (sc. ris ywxys). Latin: ef non electionaliter. 
5 A general principle of Procline metaphysics. Cf. ET, prop. 57. 
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Therefore the cause that makes the All by its very being is primarily 
what the cosmos is derivatively. If, then, the cosmos is a plenum of 
Forms of all sorts, these forms will exist also primarily in the cause of 
the cosmos. It is the same cause that gives substance to sun and moon 
and man and horse and in gencral all the Forms in the universe. These, 
therefore, are in an eminent degree in the cause of the universe, another 
Sun besides the one we sec, and another Man, and likewisc for each of 
the Forms. Consequently, the Forms exist prior to sensible things and 
are their demiurgic causes, preexisting, according to the argument just 
given, in the single cause of the entire cosmos. 

If somconc should say® that the cosmos indeed has a cause, not, how- 
ever, an efficient but a final cause, and that all things arc thus related to 
that causc, he is right in making the good preside as cause over the 
whole. But let him say whether the cosmos receives anything from that 
good or receives nothing from it that corresponds to its desire. If it gets 
nothing, its striving would be in vain for a being that never enjoys at 
all the object of its desire. But if it receives somcthing from it, that 
cause is surely and cminently the good which it bestows upon the cos- 
mos, particularly if it not only gives good to the cosmos but also does 
so in virtuc of its essence. And if this is true, it will be what establishes 
the universe, since it will first be the cause of its being if it is to give it 
its good in virtue of its essence, And so we arrive at the same doctrine 
as before; that cause will be not only a final, but also an efficient, cause 
of the All. 


2. Secondly, let us consider the argument which asserts that things 
in the world of appearance arc both equal and unequal, like and unlike, 
and that in gencral nothing that is perceptible is at all capable of being 
truly designated. What sort of equality can there be in thesc things that 
are mixed with inequality? Or what sort of genuine likencss in things 
filled with unlikencss? Where is there real beauty in things whose sub- 
stratum is ugly? And where is the good in things characterised by po- 
tentiality and imperfection? None of these objects of perception is truly 
what it is called; so that even if you consider the heavenly bodies, 
though thcy are more cxact than enmattered things, you will not find 
perfect precision in them. Neither circle, nor centre, nor pole can exist 
precisely in extended things. How could these realities, whose nature 
exists in the partless and unextended, be perfectly present in what is ex- 
tended and divisible? But our soul can conceive and generate things far 
purer and more precise than sensible appearances; it corrects the sensi- 
ble circle and says by how much it falls short of the exact circle; and 


6 Aristotle Met. A 10.1075a1 Off. 
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clearly this is because it sees something else, a form more beautiful and 
more perfect than the sensible object. For if it were not in touch with, 
nor looking at, something purer, could it say that this object is not 
really beautiful, or those things not perfectly equal? These very asser- 
tions show that it sees what is completely beautiful and perfectly equal. 
Then if our individual soul can conceive something more beautiful and 
more exact than the things that appear to our senses, and can sce in it- 
self, by bringing forth its ideas, an exact sphere and circle, and perfect 
beauty and equality, can’t the soul of the whole cosmos conccive and 
contemplate what is more beautiful than sensible appearances? If not, 
how can the one be the demiurge of the whole and the other of the part? 
For the greater power is productive of more perfect effects, and a 
movement more immatcrial can envisage superior conceptions. There- 
fore the maker of the cosmos can certainly engender and conceive far 
superior, more accurate, and more perfect forms than sense appear~ 
ances. Where, then, does he engender and contemplate them? Ob- 
viously in himself; for he looks towards himself and, in thus contem- 
plating and engendering, he simultaneously brings to birth within 
himself, and hypostasises, forms more immaterial and more perfect 
than phenomenal things. 


3. And thirdly, if there is no cause of the universe, but all things 
come about spontaneously, how is it that they are all ordered with re- 
spect to one another? Why are there always beings, and how do events 
in nature happen in accordance with general laws, when things that 
arise by accident occur only rarely? And if there is a single cause that 
orders all things, and it does not know itsclf, must there not be some- 
thing other prior to it which knows itself and is the cause of that thing’s 
being a cause? Ifit does not know itself, it will be inferior to the beings 
in the universe that know themsclves, and at the same time superior, 
which is impossible. But if it knows itself—that is, knows itself as a 
cause—then it knows also the things of which it is the cause, and will 
therefore also contain the things which it knows. Then, if Intellect is 
the cause, it will also regulate all things with respect to one another; for 
the demiurge of the world is one, and the whole is multifarious, not all 
its parts possessing the same dignity and rank. Who is it that measures 
out their ranks, if not he who established them all? Who is it that has 
set each thing in its proper station, as was required—in this place the 
san, in that the moon, in another the carth, and in still another the 
mighty heaven—if not hé who produced them? Who is it that has 
brought about a single harmonious ordering of them all, if not he who 
gave cach of them its existence and nature? If, then, he put them all in 
order and determined its rank for each, he was evidently not ignorant 
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of order and disorder in things, for otherwise his action would be that 
of an irrational being and not of a divine cause, characteristic of neces- 
sity, not of intelligent forethought. And if in thinking himself he 
knows himself, and in knowing himself knows also the essence that he 
possesses—that he is an immovable cause and the goal of desire for all 
things—he knows also those beings for which he is an object of desire, 
for his being an object of desire is not accidental, but his very essence. 
Either, then, he will be ignorant of his very essence, or in knowing this 
he will also know that he is an object of desire, and in consequence will 
know that all things are relative to each other, to know one of them 
with precision and the other vagucly is not characteristic of scientific 
knowledge, still less of intellection. Knowing determinately the things 
that desire him, he knows their causes, since he is looking at himself 
and not at the things dependent on him. And if his knowledge of the 
causes of all things is not to be irrelevant, he necessarily determines the 
order of all things in accordance with these causes; thus he is the un- 
moving cause of all things, as determining their order by his very 
being. Is it because he is going to create all things that he thinks them, 
or does he create them all because he thinks them? But if he thinks all 
things because he is going to create them, his inner activity—that 
which is directed toward himsclf—will be inferior to that which goes 
outside himself; ir will be for the sake of something other than himself 
that he knows beings, that is, he will know them for the sake of some- 
thing inferior to him. And if this is absurd, he is the maker of all things 
by his knowledge of himself. And if this is true, he will make external 
things to resemble what he has in himself. Such is the natural order of 
things: the activity that goes forth is dependent upon its inner source,” 
the whole cosmos upon the all-complete monad of the Ideas, and the 
parts of the universe here upon the separate monads. 

4. Fourthly, in addition to these arguments, let us consider another. 
We say that man comes from man, and from each species its like. How 
and in what way does this occur? For you cannot say that their gener- 
ation is a matter of chance. Neither nature nor God does anything in 
vain, and in general all such production comes about for the most part, 
whereas the accidental occurs rarely. So if it is not by chance that man 
is born, whence does he come? You will of course say that he comes 
from sced. The grain of corn, when it is sown, produces the ear, and 
the fig secd the fig tree, and so man comes from human seed. But I did 
not ask whence comes a particular man; what comes from the seed is 
not man unqualified, but an individual man, whereas man exists al- 

? For other formulations of this principle, cf. Zn Alc. 132.11ff.: Ja Tim. IY, 25. 11-16. 
Cf. also C. Rutten, “La doctrine des deux actes dans la philosopbie de Plotin,” Revue 
Philosophique 146 (1956): 100-106. 
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ways; and this secd itself comes from man. Granted then that man 
comes from seed; still the secd has its reason-principles potentially, not 
actually; for being body, it cannot have the reason-principles undivid- 
edly and actually. What, then, is it which has the reason-principles in 
actuality? For everywhere actuality precedes potentiality, and the 
sperm, being undeveloped, requires something else that will develop 
it. You will say it is the nature of the mother that does this; this nature 
is what actualizes the reason-principles and moulds the creature com- 
ing to birth. It is not, of course, the visible form of the mother that 
makes the babe in the womb, but Nature, which is a bodiless power 
and a source of motion, as we say. If, then, it is Nature that changes the 
reason-principles of the sperm from potentiality to the fully formed ac- 
tuality, it is Nature that has the reason-principles in actuality; there- 
fore, although without reason or imagination, it is nevertheless the 
cause of the reason-principles in natural things. Shall we say, then, that 
the nature of man contains the seminal reasons of human beings, but 
the nature of the lion not those of the lion—i.e. the head, the mane, the 
feet, and all the other parts of a lion? How does it happen that when a 
tooth is lost another grows, if there is no inner capacity of making 
teeth? And how does their nature at the same time make bone and flesh 
and each of the other parts of the animal? Nature could not by itself 
fashion the same replacement over such a variety of organic parts, es- 
pecially since it is essentially devoid of reason. But shall we say that 
Nature has the reason-principles of animals and not of plants? But no, 
there too their orderly gencration and growth shows that plants also 
are developed by assigned causes, Then the same argument shows that 
their natures contain in advance the reason-principles that are manifcst 
later. And finally let us ascend to that single nature that is in the earth, 
which generates alike “All things that breathe or creep upon the earth” 
(Hom. Od. 18.131). Must we not say that this nature contains in ad- 
vance the reason-principles of the creatures that grow upon it? Or how 
explain the cases that we see of generation coming about other than 
from like, such as the creatures produced by putrefaction? What is the 
source of the generation in these cases? And how is it that in the same 
region sometimes certain plants grow and at other times others, with- 
out human design? Clearly because Nature as a whole has in herself the 
reason-principles and capacities for creating them all. Why say morc? 
For as we mount upwards in this way we shall find the naturc of every 
stage contains the living beings that are in that rank, and the nature in 
the moon the species of all these ranks, for from there the whole of gen- 
eration is guided, and in her the transcendent monad of embodied na- 
tures is preestablished. And so making our progress upwards through 
the spheres we shall come finally to the nature of the whole; and we 
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shall ask about it whether it possesses or does not possess the Ideas, and 
we shall compel our respondent to admit that the reason-principles, i.e. 
the creative and moving powers, of all things are contained in it. For all 
things that arc perfected through infcrior powers are established more 
firmly and perfectly by morc universal beings. Being, then, the mother 
of all things, the Nature of the All would include the reason-principles 
of all things. Otherwise it would be absurd that art, which imitates the 
reason-principles in nature, should proceed in accordance with reason- 
principles and Nature herself be without reason-principles and internal 
measures. But if Nature has the reason-principlcs, there must be some 
other cause prior to it that contains the Ideas. For Nature, when she en- 
ters into bodies, acts as you might imagine a carpenter descending into 
his pieces of wood, hollowing them out inside, straightening, drilling, 
and shaping them. Such is the way of Nature, infusing herself into 
bodies, dwelling in their solid masses, and breathing her movement 
and her reason-principles into them from inside. A cause like this was 
necessary for things that are moved from outside themsclves, a cause 
which had to be without reason lest it separate itself from the bodies 
that continually require an indwelling cause, but also had to possess 
their reason-principlcs so that it could guard them within their own 
bounds and move them all appropriately. Nature then belongs to other 
things, not to itself, because it has been rendered non-rational in ac- 
cordance with its rank. The most genuine cause must then be tran- 
scendent over the things that arc made. The more the makcr transcends 
his product, the purer and morc perfect is what he makes; and in short 
if Nature is devoid of reason, it needs a cause to guide it. There is there- 
fore something prior to Nature which contains the reason-principles 
upon which all things in the cosmos must depend. To entrust the All to 
non-rational reason-principles would, | fear, be really irrational and 
not correct. It is then necessary to put the reason-principles in some 
other being that will know what is within him and whose action will 
be knowing as well as creative. It would be absurd that we should 
know the All and the causes of what comes to be, and the maker him- 
self be ignorant both of himself and of the things he makes. A knowl- 
edge, then, greater than our own will reside in the cause of the cosmos, 
inasmuch as it not only knows but gives reality to all things, whereas: 
we only know them. And if the demiurgic cause of the All knows all 
things but looks to the outside, again he will be ignorant of himself and 
be inferior to a particular soul. But if it is to himself that he looks, all 
the Ideas are in him, intellectual and knowing, not outside in phenom- 
cena only. 


5. Fifthly, we must consider the following argument. It is said that 
all chings produced by an unmoving cause are unmoving and un- 
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changeable, but those that come about from a variable cause are, on the 
contrary, mobile and changeable, being somctimes in one state and 
sometimes in another. And if this is true, all things that are eternal in 
essence and unchangeable are produced by an unmoving cause. For if 
they come from a mobile cause, they will be changeable, which is im- 
possible. All unmoving things, thercfore, come from an unmoving 
cause, that is, if they come into being at all. Then shall we not say that 
Man, in the unqualified sense (I mcan the Idea itself), and Horse (the 
Idea itself) come from a cause, seeing that the whole cosmos depends 
upon a cause? Upon what kind of cause, then? An unmoving or a mo- 
bile one? If from a mobilc one, the human species will some time dis- 
appear; for everything established by a mobile cause is naturally liable 
to disappear. I will ask the same questions about the sun, moon, and 
the other stars: do these also come to be from an unmoving or a mobile 
cause? If their cause is mobile, their existence is also subject to change. 
But if it is from an unmoving cause that these and all the other forms 
that are eternal in the cosmos are derived, where are their unmoving 
causes? Clearly not.in bodies, for it is the nature of every physical body 
to move. In Nature, then, as their immediate cause? But Nature is 
without reason, and genuine causes must be intelligent and divinc. 
Consequently, the unmoving causes of these forms are in Intellect pri- 
marily, secondarily in souls, thirdly in Nature, and last of all in bodies. 
All things exist either visibly, or invisibly, cither inseparable from bod- 
ies or separatcly; and if separate, unmoving in both being and activity, 
or unmoving in their being but mobile in activity. The genuinely un- 
moving beings, consequently, arc those that are unchangeable both in 
their being and in their activity. Such are the intelligences; second come 
those that are unmoving in being but mobile in activity, such as souls; 
third are those that are invisible, but inscparable from visible things, 
like the natural forms; and last are the visible forms that exist distribu- 
tively in sensible objects. Thus far extends the procession of the Ideas, 
and with them their descent comes to an end. 


6. Sixthly, let us look at the existence of the Ideas in another way, 
taking our departure from the nature of demonstration itself. It is gen- 
erally agreed that demonstration proceeds from premises that are prior 
and more authoritative, and demonstration has been thought by some 
persons to be so august and noble a thing® that it has been assumed to 
be superior even to the method of division. Let us, then, grant this gen- 
erally accepted doctrine that a demonstrated conclusion depends upon 
causes that are by nature more authoritative. Now the premises of 
demonstration are universals, for every demonstration proceeds from 


8 Aristotle An. Post. II, 5.91b1 26f. 
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them; these, then, arc causes for those things demonstrated from 
them.? When the astronomer says that the circles in the heavens bisect 
onc another because every greatest circle bisccts its like, is he demon- 
strating or not? And yet he has based his assertion upon a universal. But 
where shall we find thesc causes of the bisection of circles in the heav- 
ens, causes more universal than the circles? They will not be found in 
bodics, but must be in an incorporcal substance, for everything bodily 
is particular. It is necessary, therefore, that Ideas havea prior cxistence 
to the phenomena and are causes of their being, as being morc universal 
and authoritative than they. From this also it is clear, as we said before, 
that since science requires us to posit universals as more substantial and 
more of the nature of causcs than particulars, the Ideas are prior in 
being, and it is from them, being separate, that particulars derive their 
reality. 


And consider, on its own account, if you will, how Socrates—or 
anyone else who has applied himself to the Ideas—arrived at the con- 
ception of their reality. A man who has already reverted to Intellect, 
who has observed the distinction between his soul and his bodily life 
and has separated himself from his composite nature, and who sees 
nothing strange in assuming that the bodily substrate is one thing, the 
participated form in this substrate another thing, and still another the 
transcendent and imparticipable Form—this is a man who will become 
excited about the hypothesis of these divine monads. The common 
man, who has confused his own life with the life of his composite na- 
ture, cannot distinguish between the participated form and what is un- 
participated; for anyone who has seen this distinction should himself 
become, as far as possible, the kind of person who has risen above his 
body because he has seen that separable part of himself. And the man 
of superior character, who has seen the distinction between these mo- 
ments in himself, investigatcs it universally and conceives of the tran- 
scendent and immaterial monads prior to all participated Forms. And 
not with respect to Forms only does he proceed thus, but he advances 
in the same way when he considers Motion. He sees that all this body 
by its own nature is not self-moving but needs some outside source of 
motion if it is to move, and that the primary and most authoritative 
source resides in that which moves all things. For that possesses the 
motion of a moving agent, but body the motion of a thing that is 
moved, and the latter is an image of the previous motion in that first 
mover. For that motion is perfect, since it is actuality; the motion in 
body is imperfect actualisation, and the imperfect gets its reality and 


9 [bid. I, 11.77a5f£., where, however. Aristotle denies that Forms are required. 
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perfection from the perfect. And again when we consider Knowledge, 
we see that knowledge of bodies is the lowest form, whether you call 
it perception or imagination. All such knowledge is devoid of truth and 
fails to touch the reality of things; it sees nothing general or universal, 
but everything in particular shapes and forms. More perfect is the 
knowledge that is without shape or form, immaterial, existing in and 
of itself, and of this sense-perception is an image, an imperfect form of 
knowledge, not springing from itself but conditioned by other things. 
Ef then in the cases of Motion, of Knowledge, and of our own lives we 
find the threefold distinction between the participant, the participated, 
and the imparticipable, the same principle holds also for all the species 
of things; matter is one thing, the form~in-matter another, and another 
the separate Form. You cannot think that God and Nature make the 
imperfect things, beings whose nature is shadowy and dependent on 
something other than themselves, and failed to produce perfect things, 
completely real and independent. Rather he established these far in ad- 
vance of the others, and from them are derived the more obscurc real- 
ities, the forms that are participated and immanent in Matter. It is 
through such thoughts that Socrates, and all others like him, were led 
to posit Ideas and to distinguish between forms participated in by par- 
ticular things and others that exist in and for themselves. This separate- 
ness is what most of all belongs to Ideas. 

To summarise the reasons that made them adopt the hypothesis of 
Ideas, let us say that all visible things, both heavenly and sublunary, 
exist either by chance or by a cause. But that it should be by chance is 
impossible, for in that case superiors and inferiors will be classed to- 
gether—intcllect, reason-principle, and cause along with things de- 
rived from causes—and thus products will be superior to principles. 
Besides, as Aristotle says," essential causes must be prior to accidental 
ones, for the accidental cause is a by-product of essential causes—so 
that what comes about causally would be prior to the accidental ifeven 
the divinest parts of the visible world have come about by accident. 
And if there are causes of all things, they will be either many and un- 
connected, or one. But if they are many, we shall be unable to say what 
makes the universe one; and yet the one is superior to the many, and 
the whole to the parts. But if there is one cause of the unitary universe 
with respect to which all things are ordered, it will be absurd if this 
cause is without reason; for again there will be something superior to 
the universal cause among its effects, viz. whatever being acts accord- 
ing to treason and knowledge, which will be within the All and a part 
of it and be the kind of thing it is from an irrational cause. But if this 
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cause has reason and knows itself, it obviously knows itsclf as the cause 
of all things; otherwise, being ignorant of this, it would be ignorant of 
its own nature. And if it knows that it is by its own essence the cause 
of the All, it knows also the effect of which it is the cause. For what 
knows the cause determinately, necessarily knows also the effect. 
Therefore it knows also determinately the effect which it causes. Con- 
sequently it knows both the All and cverything of which the All con- 
sists and of which it is also the cause. And if this is true, it is by looking 
to itself and knowing itself that it knows what comes after it. Hence it 
is by immaterial reason-principles and forms that it knows the reason- 
principles in the cosmos and the Ideas of which the All consists; and the 
All is in it as in a cause separate from Matter. 

This is the reasoning that satisfied Zeno and those who posited the 
existence of Ideas. Nor is it the case that while these men supposed 
Ideas to exist in this way, the experts in divine matters thought differ- 
ently; the theologians also have been a part of this tradition. Orpheus 
tells us"! that all things came to be in Zeus, after the swallowing of 
Phanes, because, although the causes of al] things in the cosmos ap- 
peared primarily and in a unified form in him (sc. Phanes), they appear 
secondarily and in a distinct form in the Demiurge. The sun, the moon, 
the heaven itself, the elements, and Eros the unificr—all came into 
being as a unity “mixed together in the belly of Zeus” (Orph. fr. 167b.7 
Kern). And he was not satisfied to tell us this only; he gives the list of 
the demiurgic forms through which sensible things have received the 
order and arrangement that they have. And the Gods have thought it 
well to reveal the truth about these matters to men, and have told us 
what is the unique source of the Idcas in which the full company of 
them is primordially established, and how they go forth and assimilate 
to the Father of the cosmos all things that are in it, both the wholes and 
the parts. Considering the interest of our hearers in this doctrine, we 
may profitably recall the very words of the Chaldaean Oracles (fr. 37 
Des Places): 


The Intellect of the Father whirred, conceiving with his 
unwearying will 

Ideas of every form; and they leapt out in flight from this single 
source 

For this was the Father's counsel and achievement. 

But they werc divided by the fire of intelligence 

and distributed among other intelligent beings. For their lord had 
placed 


" Cf. In Tim. I, 312.26ff., and 324.14ff., where the Orphic passage is quoted at greater 
length. 
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Before this multiform cosmos an eternal intelligible model; 

And the cosmos strove modestly to follow its traces, 

And appeared in the form it has and graced with all sorts of 
Ideas. 

Of these there was one source, but as they burst forth 
innumerable others were broken off and scattercd 

Through the bodies of the cosmos, swarming like bees 

About the mighty hollows of the world, 

And whirling about in various directions— 

These intelligent Ideas, issucd from the patcrnal source, 

Laying hold on the mighty bloom of fire. 

At the prime moment of unslecping time 

This primary and self-sufficient source of the Father 

Has spouted forth these primally-~generative Ideas. 


In these words the gods have clearly revealed where the Ideas have their 
foundation, in what god their single source is contained, how their plu- 
rality proceeds from this source, and how the cosmos is constituted in 
accordance with them; and also that they are moving agents in al] the 
cosmic systems, all intclligent in essence and exceedingly diverse in 
their properties. 

We could see much else if we went decper into the interpretation of 
these divine thoughts. But for the present, it is enough to understand 
that the gods bear witness to Plato’s doctrines in calling Ideas these in- 
telligent causes and in saying that the cosmos is moulded in accordance 
with them. So if arguments persuade us to the hypothesis of Ideas, if 
wise men—Plato, Pythagoras, Orpheus—are agreed about them, and 
if the gods clearly confirm their opinions, then we ought to regard as 
of little worth the arguments of Sophists, which refute themselves and 
have nothing sound or scientific in them. For the gods have clearly said 
that they are idcas of the Father (for their residence is in the Father’s 
thoughts), that they go forth for the making of the cosmos (for the 
“launching forth” is their procession), that they have all sorts of forms 
as containing the causes of all particular things, that from the primal 
Ideas others have gone forth, like swarms of bees, to their allotted roles 
in the framing of the cosmos, and that they generate the second order 
of beings. So then, the Timaeus places the single primary productive 
cause of all the Ideas among the intelligibles (for that is the location of 
the Living Being Itself, as we have shown elsewhere)? and the Oracles 
say the source of the Idcas precxists in the Demiurge. These two ac- 
counts do not disagree with one another, as some might think, for it is 


CE In Tim. 1, 418.30ff. From ibid. 324.19-22, it can be scen that this is the doctrine 
of Syrianus. 


169 


803 


BOOK III 


not the same thing to scek the single universal cause of the cosmic ideas 
and to contemplate the primary manifestation of the whole series of 
them. But we should refer the content of the one class to the Demiurge, 
and of the othcrs to the intelligibles in the divine hierarchy, from which 
both the Demiurge and all the orders of being are filled with ideal sub- 
stance. And this is why, I think, the Oracles speak of the Idcas as being 
“launched” from their intelligent source and being “‘scattered 
through” the bodies in the cosmos and distributed “‘in various direc- 
tions,” implying that this source contains the cause of the cosmic struc- 
tures, and through it are formed all the compounds that arise in the cos~ 
mos by the will of the Demiurge. But the Forms in the Living Being 
Itself, which are established within the bounds of the intelligible, ate 
not said by Plato to move or to “leap” in among bodies, but to give 
being to all things by their existence alone. If, then, to create through 
activity and motion is secondary to the creation that is prior to action 
and motion, it is clear that what is established intelligibly and immov- 
ably in the Living Being Itself has a higher rank than the demiurgic 
ideas. And the Demiurge is form-giving in two ways, both by virtue 
of the source in himsclf, and by virtue of the intelligible’ Ideas; for 
among thc latter are the universal causes of all things, i.e. the four mo- 
nads.'4 From that intelligible realm they move downwards through all 
the divine orders to the last, so that even the lowest—thc sensible im- 
ages—have some likeness to them, in some cases relatively clear, and in 
others more obscure. 

Anyone of us who is capable of following the divine processions can 
sce, even if he examines the perceptible forms of enmattcred things, 
that every perceptible form has received properties from all the ranks 
of being. Sclf-motion itself and eternity are present in sensible forms 
from no other source than the primary Ideas. These are what is eternal 
in the primary sense, and they pass on their properties to the things in 
the next and each succeeding rank. Again, each form exists as a plural- 
ity, but is constituted in accordance with its own peculiar number and 
filled with the numbers appropriate to it, and hence the forms are var- 
iously derived, in a way unknown to us, and ineffable, from different 
divine ranks. This feature comes from the summit of the intelligibles- 
and-intellectuals, from the forms established there in a secret and ine 
fable manner. Likewise the power of unifying separate things and 
bounding an infinity of generated beings within common limits comes 
from the ranks of the unifying deities and the forms there. And the gen- 


13 Emending voepas to vonzas. The “source in himself” is the intellectual Ideas. with 


which these must be contrasted. $5 
4 Tim. 39e-40a. Cf. PT IIT, 27, pp. 96-97 S-W. The four monads are in the intelligible: 
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eral capacity of perfecting imperfect nature and developing the apti- 
tudes of their subjects into actuality, by shaping the shapeless and cor- 
recting the imperfect, demonstrably comes from no othcr source than 
the divinity who perfects and from the forms that are manifested with 
it. Again, to the extent that each form strives to converge upon itsclf 
and comprehend its parts as a unity, to that extent it carries the likencss 
of the summit of the intellectual realm and of the undivided constitu- 
tion of the forms established at that rank of being. But the more it goes 
forth in company with life and subsists through motion and is pre- 
sented as a motionless image in moving things, the morc does it partic- 
ipate in the chain of life-generation and express the powers of the life- 
generating forms. But in so far as it shapes matter and is filled with the 
technical skill that pervades naturc herself, exhibiting refinement of 
workmanship and rational construction, in this way and by so much 
does it carry the mark of the demiurgic ideas. And in assimilating scn- 
sible things to intelligibles and distinguishing their essences by differ- 
ences related to reason-principles, it is clear that it resembles the assim- 
ilative orders of Forms, from which comes the particular processions 
of the cosmic forms that envelop sensible things in outward appear- 
ances of the intelligibles. And if each form, moreover, penetrates many 
things, even if it be a material form and bounds their plurality by its 
special shape, is it not through this power rclated to that rank of the 
gods who exercise frec and independent authority over the allotments 
in the cosmos and draw up to themselves large portions of the divine 
allotments in the All? So then, as we proceed downwards from the in- 
telligible Ideas to the lowest orders of being, we shall observe the con- 
tinuity of the whole series and can distinguish intelligently what pecu- 
liarities sensible things have drawn from cach rank. For all secondary 
things must participate in the beings that precede them, and thus each 
of them, according to the rank assigned it, enjoys each of its predeces- 
sors. This is in perfect accord with the divinc processions themsclves; 
for the sequence of the secondarics parallels the particular organization 
in each of the divine series, whether intelligible, intellectual, or supra- 
cosmic, and again whether functioning as cohesive, or generative, or 
creative, or in accord with some other divine attribute. 

[have dwelt at length on this subject because of my own interest in 
it. But now we must turn to the text of Plato and recall his teachings 
with respect to Likeness, since the text reminds us at this very point 
that this is the power that assimilates all secondary things co the intel~ 
ligible causes and brings the two terms together. For the movement of 
Procession must always revert back to its own causes. Among the gods 
themselves the Assimilative Order accomplishes this by turning the 
Plurality of the divine henads back to their unitary causes, and Likeness 
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has the same function among the forms. We must not be surprised that 
the same words are used to indicate both forms and divine orders, for 
these names are used both in a general and a particular sense, as refer- 
ring to henads or to forms. Since it is the property of Likencss to make 
the Father’s productions resemble him, it is reasonable that Unlikeness 
be yoked congenitally with it, so that the products may be discrimi- 
nated as images of pattcrns. For things that are only alike are not im- 
ages, since without unlikeness a likeness is an original and not a copy; 
nor are things that are only unlike, for the word images itsclf indicates 
that its form resembles something clse. We need, then, both Likeness 
and Unlikeness in order that the image may be a likeness or something 
other. For this reason these have a middle rank among the Ideas, just as 
the Assimilative Order of the gods is intermediary between the unitary 
gods and those that have gone forth into their numerous channels. For 
the factor that assimilates is a bridge between that to which there is like~ 
ness and that which is likencd to it. If someone should call Likencss a 
loose form of Identity and Unlikeness a loose form of Difference, we 
reject that statement by saying that Ideas are not constituted by more 
and less (for the principle of the more-and-less characterises the inde- 
terminateness of the forms in matter), but cach of them is a measure 
and has its own essence and determinate powcr. Besides, some char- 
acters belong to essences qua essences, other are qualities and powers 
connected with them, just as others are quantitics, as equal and unequal 
are said to be. And if some say that Likeness comes from God and Un- 
likeness from Matter, we will not accept this doctrine cithcr.'> Even if 
there really is a “sca of unlikeness,”’ (Pol. 273d) yet Plato is addressing 
himself to the form of Unlikeness here, i.e. the paradigm of the unlike- 
ness in this world, so that they would be speaking of some other kind 
of unlikeness, not that which is given us here. Nor do we agree with 
those who put Likeness and Unlikeness in the category of relation (for 
the demiurgic forms are not constituted by bare relations), unless they 
mean that these forms give to secondary things their relation to pri- 
mary beings and to copies their relation to their patterns, thus confirm- 
ing their status as assimilative. For the most distinctive character of this 
pair is that they both join and distinguish pluralities from their proper 
monads, and copies from their particular patterns. 

We have said carlier what unity and plurality are, but let us now re- 
peat more clearly that for Plato there are two principles of being after 
the One," viz. the Limit and the Unlimited, (Phil. 23c); and every In- 
tellect, both intelligible and intellectual, assimilative, absolute and en- 


'S Plotinus may be the culprit here. Cf. Erm. 1,8. 13. 15ff. 
16 For the background to the doctrine set out here, cf. PTI, 6. 
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cosmic, universal and particular, is composed of them. Since, then, the 
demiurgic Intellect is mixed, possessing in itself both the Limit and the 
Unlimited, because of this it could be called both one and many—the 
essential one being its limit and its plurality the essential indefinitencss 
of its contents (form in bodies also is (mixed),"’ its oneness being its 
essential limit, and its plurality the indeterminateness in it). Intellect is 
therefore one and many, since it too is derived from the Limit and the 
Unlimited. And as those principles, I mean the Limit and the Unlim- 
ited, are primarily in the intelligible realm, so the One and the Many in 
the intelligible-and-intellectual realm are primarily in the number 
there, as the Second Hypothesis will fully teach us. One is the limit of 
number, and the Many is number, Limit and the Unlimited being seen 
both in plurality and in the continuous, and thus being more compre- 
hensive than the One and the Many; for these exist in number only, 
since number is nothing other than One-together-with-Many. The 
Many without the Onc is indefinite plurality, the One without the 
Many is only the beginning of number; when separated, the Onc is not 
yet number, and the Many are no longer number. As, then, the Limit 
and the Unlimited are primarily in the intelligible realm, so the One 
and the Many belong to the next rank, to the beings both intelligible 
and intellectual, and the Same and the Other to the third rank, that of 
the intellectual realm. One and Many come before them, for they are 
absolutely what they are, whereas these arc relative to something. 
What is other must be other than somcthing, and what is the same must 
be the same as something; but every one is by itself a unity, and every 
many is what it is numbered as. Everything that is numbercd is by itself 
such as itis, or rather so much as it is, and we do not say that it is num- 
bered with respect to something clse. Now that we have analyzed these 
terms sufficiently, Ict us turn our attention to what follows in Plato. 


“And of things like these,” said Parmenides, “‘is there a form of Justice in 
and by itself, and of Beauty and Goodness and all such things?” “Yes,” 
said Socrates. (130b) 


The divine and demiurgic Intcllect contains pluralities in unity, di- 
visible things undivided and distinguishables undiscriminatcd. Soul is 
what first separates these contents that exist previously in perfect unity 
in that Intellect—not our soul only, but the divine Soul too. For Soul 
has not been granted thoughts that are established on the level of eter- 
nity, but she aims at grasping the full actuality of Intellect; and in her 
striving for this perfection and for the form of comprehension that be- 
longs to that one and simple being she circles around Intellect as in a 


" Adding puxrév, as scems required by the sense (as against Cousin’s psprorev). 
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dance, and as she shifts her attention from point to point divides the 
undivided mass of the Ideas, looking separately at the Idea of Beauty, 
and separately at the Idea of Justice, and separately at each of the others, 
thinking of them individually and not all together. For, to put it briefly, 
Soul is third in rank from the One and is naturally actualised in this 
way. For the Onc is onc only and precedes thought, Intellect thinks all 
Ideas as onc, and Soul sees them all one by one. So division is the pe- 
culiar function of Soul, since she lacks the power of thinking all things 
simultaneously in unity and has been allotted the thinking of them all 
separately—all, because she imitates Intellect, and separatcly, for this is 
her peculiar property; for the power to divine and define appcars first 
in Soul. 

This is why the theologians'* say that at the dismemberment of Dio- 
nysus his intellect was preserved undivided through the forcsight of 
Athena and that his soul was the first to be divided, and certainly the 
division into seven is proper primarily to Soul. It is therefore appro- 
priate that Soul should have the function of division and of seeing 
things discursively. It is no wonder, then, that whercas the divine 
Forms exist primordially together and unified in the demiurgic intel- 
lect, our soul attacks them separately, at one time contemplating the 
first and most universal Forms, at another time those that have a mid- 
dle station, and again the most particular and, so to speak, the most 
atomic. For when we have said that the divine Soul divides their undi- 
vided mass by successive touchings and contacts, what could we say of 
the particular soul but that a fortiori she also apprehends scparately the 
Ideas that are all together in and with each other? And so it is no won- 
der, as I said, that dialectic questions and answers approach different 
Forms at different times, and that each inquiry is, as it were, a contact 
with one of their ranks; for spoken discourse breaks apart the single 
unitary thought and traverses in temporal succession the parts of the 
unified conceptions in the mind; and so it is that the Forms that we have 
considered hitherto have been the most general and universal—unity, 
plurality, likeness, unlikeness, rest, motion—whereas the ones now 
presented are, in a sense, secondary to them, and in another sense not. 
Just as we say virtue is in a way subordinate to the soul and in another 
way superior to it—authoritative in that its function is to improve the 
soul, and inferior in that it is lodged in the soul as a part of it—so also 
Goodness, Beauty, and Justice are in one sense superior, and in another 
sense infcrior to the existence-giving Forms. In so far as those others 
are the most universal, these too partake of them, but the higher ones 

" Orphic. fr. 25, Kern. Cf. In Tim. I, 145.18ff = fr. 210 Kern. It is actually his heart 
wae was said to have been preserved, but Proclus interprets that as signifying the in- 
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give existence to things by their being, and as such are the primary ar- 
tificers of the being of things here, whereas these later Forms are con- 
cerned with their perfecting, Justice reaching down to souls and regu- 
lating and improving them, Beauty giving lustre even to bodies (for 
Beauty, as Socrates says in the Phaedrus [250d], has been given the role 
of being the most visible and enticing of all the Forms, whereas there is 
no light of Justice in its likenesses here below), and the Good perfects 
all things according to the specific essence of each. It is because of the 
symmetry it introduces between the form and the matter (there is sym- 
metry whenever the naturally better dominates the worse) that beauty 
shines out in bodies, and the good is manifest through the perfection 
that appears in every product of the forms when it has its natural com- 
pletion. Hence in this triad the Good comes first, Beauty second, and 
Justice third. These forms Plato no longer lists with their contraries— 
good-evil, beautiful-ugly, just-unjust—clearly indicating by this, | 
think, that he altogether rejects Ideas of the contraries. For why does he 
bring in the former ones with their opposites—like-unlike, one-many, 
rest-motion—but these by themselves without their opposites, if he is 
not recognising Ideas of thc good ones, even though they have con- 
traries, but rejecting ideal causcs of the evil ones? 

This question, however, we must examine later (cf. 829.22ff.). But 
that there are Forms of these concepts—I mean the just, the beautiful, 
the good and, as he says, all other such things, i.e. temperance, cour- 
age, wisdom—you can convince yourself if you reflect that every vir- 
tue, and every perfection in accordance with virtue, makes us like the 
divine, and the more fully we possess it, the nearer we are to the life of 
intelligence. If, then, beauty and goodness and each of the virtucs make 
us more like Intellect, Intellect must certainly possess their intellectual 
paradigms. For whenever we speak of something as like a superior, 
then the superior possesses in a higher degree that quality by which the 
inferior, when he acquires it, becomes his like. That is, if one thing is 
like another, either it partakes of a common form with it, whence the 
proverb “like to like” (cf. Parm. 132d), or it possesses in an inferior de- 
gree what the other has eminently, and is called like as being an image 
of it. We must then conclude that the Ideas of the virtues and of Beauty 
and Good exist in Intellect prior to Soul. 

But again, we must look at cach of these from two different points 
of view, first of all, in one way as a divine henad, and in another as an 
intellectual Idea, for these do not belong to the same rank of being. The 
Just, for example, exists otherwise among the Forms than among the 
gods. In the former case it is one Idea among others, distinct from all 
of them; it is a character in something other than itself, and the intellec- 
tion it carries it imparts only as far as souls. But among the gods, Diké 
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is all in a manner peculiar to itself, and its providence goes forth to the 
lowest grades of being, beginning with the primary intellectual deities, 
for there is wherc it first becomes manifest; whereas the Just is an Idea 
in the intellect of the Demiurge, as we said. Likewise the Idea of Beauty 
is a different thing from the henad of divine Beauty. The latter acts 
upon the gods qua gods, beginning with the highest intelligible being; 
but Beauty, on the other hand, is one of the Ideas and its relations are 
with them. As for the Good, do we need to say that essential Good is 
one thing and another is the Good beyond Being? For this has been 
clearly said by the ancients (e.g. Rep. V1, 506aff.). Hence we must not 
confuse the doctrine about Forms with those about the gods, nor re- 
gard the organisation of the particular Forms as identical with that of 
the divine henads, but study the gods in themselves, distinct from es- 
sences and multiplicity. 


“And a form of Man separate from us and from all beings like us—a sep- 
arate form of Man, and of Fire, and of Water?’’ (130c) 


The Forms that exist everlastingly in the universe must have unchang- 
ing causcs preexisting, for changelessncss belongs to a thing through 
the character of eternity in its cause; so that the eternal causes of man 
qua man and of each atomic species of animal or plant are in the intel- 
lectual world. They all come from that source, but their procession 
does not immediately produce these generated material things. For it is 
not according to divine Jaw that intellectual and immaterial beings 
should generate the multitude of senseless cnmattered individuals 
whose character is ever changing, since procession takes place through 
likeness, and so before things in every way different from their cause, 
there arise beings that are close to it and more clearly like it. From Man 
Himself, then, comes a heavenly man, then a fiery man, an airy man, a 
watery man, and last of all this earthy man. All this series that comes 
to be as the Form proceeds through successive downward steps is de- 
pendent upon the intelligible henad that we have called Man Himself. 
And similarly there is another series dependent upon the Horse Itself, 
the Lion Itself, and another for each species of animal and plant. Before 
species that are cternal only in kind the unchangeable causes generate 
beings that are eterna] as to number; likewise before the species embod- 
ied in matter and mixed with ugliness, they produce those dominated 
by beauty and symmetry. Thus also intcllectual fire, water, carth, and 
air do not at once give existence to the enmattered kinds of them in this 
world, but before them to the heavenly and immaterial elements. This 
is why in another work"? we have said that the hcaven is composed of 


19 The reference is probably to the Timaeus Commentary. CE. In Tim, II, 44-45. 
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the four elements, not however of the most material, but of the more 
immaterial kinds; these are the first manifestations of the Ideas. Just as 
every intellect comprehends all things, so in general cach cosmic sphere 
contains everything in its own fashion, in the fashion of the sun here, 
in the fashion of the moon elsewhere, in another sphere after the way 
of fire, and in an earthy way on the earth. We may infer that this is why 
Plato, after saying ‘‘and a form of Man separatc from us” adds “‘and 
from all beings like us”; for we must set apart the intellectual Idca from 
all things in the cosmos, whether it be the heavenly or the fiery or the 
earthy man that we may be speaking of. The wholc number of men in 
this world, descended through many processions and ranks, depends 
upon that intellectual henad that we have called Man Himself, since 
that is the primary cause and source of the series of men. And just as 
this is the source of the scries of men, thcre is anothcr source and henad 
for fire everywhere, and another for all the water in the cosmos. 

It is evident that these monads are more particular than those dis- 
cussed earlier, and clear also that of all the forms mentioned in this text 
the most particular and, so to speak, atomic is the monad of man; thus 
the argument, as it proceeded, has made its way from the more general 
to the more specific. But what each of these is, it is dangerous to con- 
struct in those cases. Indeed, of all who have said anything about these 
questions, some have been refuted by their successors, and the others 
have added nothing of importance to what their predecessors have 
said. Do not wonder that in general we confine our remarks to the 
properties of the morc universal Forms, touching but little on the more 
particular ones in our inquiries. For to go into the minute and peculiar 
differences among them all is something that surpasses human intelli- 
gence, and it is more feasible for us to study what applics everywhere 
or to the greatest number of things. 


“1 have often been in doubt, Parmenides,” said Socrates, “awhether or not 
we should say the same of them as of the others.’’ (130c) 


Let us state, on the literary level, as some commentators have sug- 
gested, that the author out of considcration for Socrates has imagined, 
before his denial, this state of doubt between full denial and positive 
assent. For it would be strange, and in no way characteristic of a careful 
thinker, for him to bring in denials immediately after his previous af- 
firmations. So before he denies Ideas of any objects, he first says he is 
puzzled about these that have just been put before him. Consequently, 
here again Socrates meets the issue fully, assenting, doubting, or de- 
uying, according to the measure of the reality of the things under con- 
sideration. He confidently asserts that there are Ideas of all things that 
appear both among the immaterial gods and in bodies and in all visible 
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things—such as likeness and unlikeness, motion and rest, unity and 
plurality, justice, beauty, and goodness. But about the characters he 
secs in material and perishable things, constantly fluctuating from one 
state to another—about these he is in doubt. On the onc hand he looks 
at their pcrishableness and questions whether they are products of a 
form, for forms arc causes of cternal things; and on the other hand he 
observes their stability as to species and wonders whether the Ideas 
may not be the cause of this stability in them. But of the most unseemly 
and trivial members of this second class—such as hair, mud, and dirt— 
of these he denics that there is any ideal cause at all. Once more, then, 
we see that Socrates’ assent, hesitation, and denial are fully based on 
reason. 

But you may ask why, since the Forms are originally united with one 
another, there should be such a difference among the things that have 
proceeded from them as to raise the problem whether or not to posit 
Forms of some things, when all of them have their Forms and intelli- 
gent causes? Is not the answer that there is a difference among them 
even up there? For not all things there are of equal rank. Things that arc 
completely unified in their causes arc pluralized and separated as they 
procecd from them. The difference among them when they are inside 
their primal causes is no measure of the difference that appears when 
they are outside, but the relations of superiority and inferiority are 
more numcrous and greater. For an analogy, the mind of the statesman 
contains notions of all the officers under him—the general, the orator, 
the taxiarch, or the public exccutioncr; and there is little difference be- 
tween these notions when compared with one another, for they are all 
alive and subsist together at the same time in the stateman’s mind; but 
outside there is the utmost difference between the general and the exe- 
cutioner. Inside there were only species of officials, and their substra- 
tum, so to speak, was indivisible. So it is, then, that although all Ideas 
are contemporaneous” in the divine mind, in the cosmos we see very 
great contrast among them—between mortal and immortal beings, be- 
tween lifeless and living things, between irrational and rational—al- 
though all of them up there are cternal, living, and thinking. It hap- 
pens, moreover, that in some cascs our sense-perception can see the 
primary members of their series, in other cases only the last, and be- 
cause of this finds the greatest difference here between Ideas. We do not 
see the first participant of the Idea “‘Man,”’ but the last; and comparing 
this with the best examplcs of divine beings in the sense-world, we nat- 
urally perceive as very great the difference between them. 

But enough on this point. Plato’s text goes on as follows: 


» Taylor's suggestion époxpder (“of one hue”) for MS ézo0xp6ver is ingenious, but not 
absolutely necessary. Proclus may be using this “‘ternporal” expression metaphorically. 
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“And of things that might seem ridiculous, Socrates, such as hair, mud, 
dirt, or some other unseemly or trivial thing, are you in doubt whether or 
not we ought to say there is an Idea of each of these, separate and other 
than the things that we handle?”’ (130cd) 


What things have Ideas and what things do not? We ought to con- 
sider this question first, so as to have a general theory of Ideas from 
which to follow Plato’s thought in this passage. And it is no slight mat- 
ter to deal with these hackneyed topics, as they have been called (Phileb. 
14d), especially if one does it in the following way: (1) Is there a para- 
digm of intelligent being in the Demiurge? (2) Arc there Ideas of Soul, 
and are they one or many? Are there paradigms of irrational lifc, and if 
so, how? (3) And of the Natures, and how many? (4) and of Body qua 
Body, and if so, is it one or many? (5) And of Matter? And ifso, is it of 
the matter of perishable things only, or of the heavenly bodies as well? 
(6) If there are Idcas of animals, are they generic only or do they include 
the atomic species? And of plants likewise? (7) Arc there Ideas of indi- 
viduals along with these? (8) Or Ideas of the parts of animals, such as 
the eye, the finger, or the likc? (9) And Ideas of attributes, or of some 
and not of others? (10) Are there also Ideas of the products of art and of 
the arts themselves? (11) And finally, Ideas of evil things? If we take 
these questions in turn, we will be in possession of the complete teach- 
ing on this subject, from which we shall be enabled also to discover 
Plato’s thought. 

Necessarily, then, there are Ideas of natural beings only, or Ideas of 
things contrary to these as well, and if of natural beings only, cither of 
eternals only or also of things not eternal; and if of cternals only, either 
of substances only or of unsubstantial beings also; and if of substances, 
of wholes alone or also of their parts; and if of wholes, either of simple 
beings or also of compounds derived from them. 

Having made these distinctions, let us take up each of the questions 
in order. 


1. First, then, about intelligent being, let us say that the existence of 
more than one intellect derived from a single intelligence does not re- 
quire us to posit a paradigm for them, as I have said somewhere above. 
For whatever has a paradigm must be a copy; and to call an intelligent 
being a copy is the extreme of absurdity. Every copy is a likeness of 
what it copies, and the Eleatic Stranger in Sophist (240b) explicitly says 
that a likeness is ‘‘not really not real.” If then all intelligent being be- 
longs to what is really real, it would not do to call it cither a copy ora 
likeness. Besides, every intelligent nature is indivisible, and procession 
from it occurs through identity; hence its derivations are inseparable 
from their origin; they are in part what the whole is entirely. But a 
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copy, on the other hand, must always have unlikeness mixed with like- 
ness, and indced through it?! be known (as a copy) and revert through 
its likeness back to its paradigm. Conscquently, there is no relation of 
likeness to paradigm among the intelligent beings, but that of cause and 
its products. This is why the thcologians,” while positing many 
“sources” in the demiurgic Intellect, make one of those many the 
source of the Ideas. Consequently, not everything that proceeds from 
the Demiurge comes forth through the causation of Ideas; only those 
that proceed comparatively further and contain divisible being are pro- 
duced by the causation of Ideas. The other sources are generators of in- 
tellectual and divine realities. For intellectual being, then, in its en- 
tirety, we must not suppose a paradigm of Intellect, but only a unitary 
and divine cause. 


2. This question, then, we have summarily disposed of. The next 
question to be considered is whether there arc efficient causes of souls 
among the Ideas, and whether they are one or many.* That there is a 
monad of Soul in the Demiurge that contains in prior unity the whole 
number of souls is evident both from the nature of things and from 
what Plato has taught us. For if Soul is the first thing to be gencrated 
and the first thing to be divided, necessarily the indivisible Idea must 
precede the divisions and the eternal everything whatever that was 
generated. And if soul is to intellect as time is to eternity, as we-said 
above, and time is an image of cternity, then soul must be a likeness of 
intellect. And if reality contains not only life but soul, as Socrates de- 
clares in the Philebus (30a), we must suppose that Soul is the paradig- 
matic causc of the plurality of souls that proceed from Intellect and that 
it contains in unity their order and number. 

Whether these demiurgic souls are caused by one Idea only or by 
many is the next point to consider. Since they are all immortal, each of 
them must have its paradigm, but on the other hand it is impossible 
that those that have come forth should be the same in number as those 
that remain. To say explicitly what I think, we must posit for all the 
divine souls other distinct causes after the single Idea and say that from 
these causes souls proceed in the well-ordered downward procession 


2! Reading 82° abris for aris of MSS (West.). 

2 Perhaps a combination of Or. Chald. fr. 37 DP, where there is talk of one “source” 
from which all the Ideas come, with a passage like fr. 49, where there is mention of many 
“sources.” Cf. also Pscllus, Exeg. 1136, p. 173 DP, Expos. 1152a, p. 189 DP, and Hypot. 
12, p. 199 DP, where the yi rev iSedv is mentioned as belonging to the derniurgic or- 
dex. 

2 A question discussed by Plotinus in Enn. V, 9.13 and VI, 7.2-7. Prockus’ fullest dis- 
cussion of the theory of Soul is to be found in the last section of ET (props. 184-211). 
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from the divine through the daemonic souls, the process”* ending with 
the particular souls. What I mean is this. In the divine Intellect there is 
a paradigmatic monad from which all the multitude of souls emerge 
and which contains in unitary form the measure that dctermines the 
number of them. Attached to this monad, and congenital with it, is a 
second number, discrete, which provides the paradigms of the divine 
souls, for each of them is a single idea and a special paradigm from 
which procceds the divine soul first and after it the plurality of souls 
that belong in its serics. Thus from the paradigm of the soul of Helios 
the divine soul of the sun first proceeds and, after it, all the angelic souls 
in his train, then the souls of daemons associated with the sun, and 
lastly the particular souls in this procession. All of them are generated 
on the model ofa single Idea, and so exist as orderly arrays of parts to 
wholes and of followers to leaders, while the one intelligent cause fur- 
nishes unity and continuity to thcir procession. Similarly, the para- 
digm of the soul of Sclenc first generates the divine soul belonging to 
the moon, then the angelic, the daemonic, and the participated souls; 
and the intellectual monad contains the whole number of them. Like- 
wise, the Idea of the soul of Chthdn first produces the divine soul of 
earth, and then all thc souls—angelic, daemonic, and particular—that 
belong to this monad. And all of them are produced by one Idea when 
the succession by descent is maintained. The same is truc of all other 
divine souls; each has its determinate Idea, and the ranks of the angelic, 
daemonic, and particular souls that follow it partake of that single Idea. 
And just as the single monad of the paradigmatic soul-monads in the 
intellectual world produces the single world-soul, so do the many mo- 
nads produce the many souls that follow them. The supreme monad 
embraces in unity the whole number of them, but they contain the 
measures of their own scries, one measure that determines the scries of 
Helios, another that of Kronos, and another that of some other serics. 
These cosmic souls, which are the first manifestations of the measures 
established on high, extend this one form down to thc lowest souls in 
their respective scries. Consequently, the intellect in the Demiurge is 
the primal possessor of the Ideas of the divine souls, and these souls are 
the first which he generates. Each of them is both a unity and a plural- 
ity, for each contains the entire plurality of the souls subordinate to it, 
by virtue of being their cause. Thus cach soul exists in accordance with 
its specific paradigm, and above them all arc the paradigms of the di- 
vine souls, among which are contained the Ideas of the more particular 
souls. 

This is why, | think, when Timaeus has set up the divine souls and 


* Reading ibéoeas for docews of MSS (West.). 
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is then generating the particular ones, he calls the genera he uses to 
complete them the “remainders” of the higher oncs (Tim. 39e, 41d)* 
and why when he has formed them he distributes them one to each star 
(41de), for the demiurgic intellect makes their distribution in accord- 
ance with the Ideas and the numbers in himself. Why did he attach 
some to the sun, others to the moon, and others to some other star? Is 
it not because he had generated some after the Idea of the sun, others 
according to the Idea of the moon? And although all of them are gen- 
erated in accordance with and in respect to a single Idea, they do not all 
participate in the Idea in the same way. We must therefore posit an or- 
der among the Ideas: there is an Idea of Soul in general; yet each soul, 
being monadic, is constituted by its specific formula (for one soul does 
not differ from another by reason of matter; therefore either by nothing 
at all, or by virtue of its form). And necessarily it must be Intellect that 
produces the Form that produccs each of these souls; hence, an intelli- 
gible Form of cach must be present in the producer. This is what the 
theologians have in mind when they say that the universal causes of 
souls—i.e, those that produce entire series—are different from the par- 
ticular causes, from which comes their distinction according to species 
and their division into the so-called atomic souls. 

This is what we have to say about these souls. And of irrational souls 
it is also clear that there is an intelligible paradigm.” For there arc im- 
mortals among them, as among other genera of being. I call irrational 
all the secondary vital forces that are parcelled out among bodies. From 
what source is their eternity derived? It must be some unchangeable 
and intellectual cause, and how this is we must now say. Once more 
we must posit as prior to them a single monad and a single Idea. Call 
this whatever you please, a “spring-like” nature, or a nature endowed 
with perception. For from thcir cognitive properties you could say that 
these irrational souls are derived from the primary faculty of sense-per- 
ception in the Demiurge, and from their appetition, that they come 
from the sovereign Naturc that is the prime source of the many na- 
tures. From these causes, in any case, come the multitude of souls in 
this world—cternal, indecd, but naturally devoid of reason, and dis- 
tributed among the everlasting vchicles in accordance with the number 
that is preestablished in them, viz. the measure contained in the Idea. 
For every eternal plurality is bounded, and for every bounded plurality 
there must previously exist the principle that bounds and numbers 
them. And not only this; they proceed also from the rational souls, or 
rather from the paradigms in them. This is why they are dependent on 


% The word Plato uses at 41d is dréAoere, rather than Proclus’ xaradoure (which he 
used, however, at 39e). Cf. the exegesis of this passage at In Tim. Ill, 244.12ff. (esp- 
257.5-29.) 

% Cf. Plotinus’ discussion of this question at Enn. V1, 7.9. 
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rational souls here—that is, because their number has been generated 
from the one measure in that higher world, together with the many 
species of rational souls. But the divine souls, and all that are pure, pre- 
serve their reason uncorrupted here, whereas the individual souls that 
make use of irrational souls have a life intertwined with theirs, and 
sometimes the better member of a pair prevails, but often is subservient 
to the inferior. From these cternal irrational souls the souls that are 
mortal are descended, but even these survive as species because of the 
intelligible paradigm in them, though they perish as individuals be- 
cause they have been brought into being by the “younger gods” (Tim. 
42e). The irrational souls above them, however, have been generated 
from the higher souls, and their making has intertwined them with the 
monads of the entire series to which they severally belong. There is a 
certain analogy, then, between the relation of perishable souls to the 
divine causes from which they are derived in this world and the relation 
of the immortal souls to their ideal causes in that higher world. 


3. In the third place, we must see in what sense we necd to posit a 
paradigm for Nature. For surely, as Plato says (130c2), we are not 
going to suppose an Idea of fire and water and motion and deny an in- 
tellectual cause of Nature, which is thcir cause. The theologians have 
supposed the source of Nature to be the zoogonic goddess: “‘On the 
back of the goddess infinite nature is suspended” (Or. Chald. fr. 54 
DP). 

But we will follow Plato and say that her Idea in thc mind of the 
Demiurge is what established the entire vehicle of nature, which Ti- 
maeus says the Demiurge exhibited to souls, revealing to them the na- 
ture of the whole and proclaiming the laws of destiny (Tim. 41e); for 
his mind contains this nature entire and all the encompassing forcor- 
dained laws by which he ordercd and divided the universe. In short, if 
it isthe Demiurge who speaks, he is turning the souls towards himself, 
and this means he is showing that the nature of the whole and its fore- 
ordained laws exist in him. In him, therefore, is the onc Idea. The souls 
which make use of bodies bring into being the naturcs into which they 
have breathed life; and these, in turn, being everlasting, produce the 
particular souls that live in time. And if | may give my own opinion, I 
consider that the paradigm of the natures unified in the demiurgic in- 
tellect includes the roll of the souls that have been accorded eternity, 
but only the god who generates the Idea of Body, whoever the theo- 
logians may say he is,?” contains specific causes of the everlasting na- 

7 At In Tim. Il, 70.6-31 this god is identified as Hephaestus, and Or. Chald. fr. 68 


(quoted at I], 50.25-27) is alluded to in this connection. For Hephaestus as a secondary 
demiurge, cf. In Tim. 1, 142.14ff. 
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tures, for it is this god that directly imparts existence and the fire of life 
to the order of nature and the plurality of the naturcs. 


4. Now that we have come to bodies in our account, shall we not say 
that for them also there is a single universal cause in the primal Demi- 
urge that contains the entire number of whole bodies, but that, after the 
monad, the separate causes of their parts are also in the body-making 
god? This is indeed the necessary conclusion. For he who contains the 
onc Idea of the cosmos is himself the first Father of the All, but the 
things that come about by necessity, the parts, arc what is left, and 
these need the providence of the body-making god. And this additional 
point is clear: as we said in the case of souls, we must assert that there 
are causes here also, intelligent and ideal causes of the divine bodies. 
For the vehicles of the daemonic and particular souls participate, at a 
second and third remove, in these causes—for example, the Idca of the 
sun’s body also generates the vehicles of the daemonic and the partic- 
ular souls in the sun’s train. Thus it is brought about that as soul is re- 
lated to soul, so its vehicle is rclated to its particular sphere.”8 In gen- 
eral, since there is a plurality of divine causes, we must suppose that the 
causes of the same things will reside differently in different gods; that 
is, the particular causes of bodies qua bodies will reside in the divine 
maker of bodies, their causcs as souls in the principles that generate 
souls, and their causes as living beings in the Demiurge who gencrates 
wholes, which receive from that higher source their existence both as 
souls and as bodics. 


5. It remains for us to enquire about Matter itself. Is there also a Form 
of Matter? As a matter of fact, the answer is not the same for all matter. 
For if we say that the matter of the heavenly bodies is formless and 
shapeless, there would not be a Form of it. Yet if it exists, it will be 
either a Form or fashioned in accordance with a Form, and it is impos- 
sible that what is without proportion or shape be similar to a Form. But 
if we say that the matter in the heavens has becn formed by its own rea- 
son-principle (and perhaps it is necessary here, as in the case of souls 
and naturcs and bodies, that the work of the Demiurge not begin with 
imperfect beings, and so in the case of Matter there must be, prior to 
that which is shapcless and has only a ficeting being, a matter that is 
somehow a form and is grasped in a single definition and determina- 
tion), there would be a paradigm of it. This matter would have a two- 
fold genesis, from its paradigm and from the divine cause acting alone. 
For every intellectual agency creates in company with the divine, and 


% Cf. ET, prop. 205. 
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the divine also gocs forth alone and reaches cven those things that do 
not have an origin in it. 


6. From the simple hypotheses of being, Ict us carry our discussion 
forward to their compounds, that is, animals and plants. All of these 
likewise are generated from intelligible paradigms, since in each case 
both the genus and the species help to fill up the universe and make it 
more like its paradigm. The Timaeus (30d) tells us that the intellectual 
cosmos contains the concepts of all living beings, as the visible one 
contains all creatures. Hence, they arc all individually made in the like- 
ness of an intellectual form. The Living Being Itsclf, however, contains 
the causes of souls as well as the causes of bodies and living beings, all 
of them together in the unity of intclligibility. For just as in the tetrad”? 
it holds together the entire numbcr of the Ideas, so in its intclligent 
causes it anticipates in unity the scparate causes both of the so-called 
simple beings and of the compound. In general, the being and the uni- 
versality of the cosmos come from above, else why does the succession 
of its generations never cease, unless their cause is etcrnal? And from 
what source do they possess the common character that pervades their 
many particulars? Things produced by the revolution of the heavens 
are all particular, since this movement itself is a particular character; 
and for a universal to be generated from a particular counts as impos- 
sible. Consequently, each species of animal and plant is constituted in 
accordance with an intellectual paradigm above. For everything that 
exists or comes to be in any way, unless it is one, without sign of plu- 
tality, owes its being to a causc. From what source, then, arc these spe- 
cics derived, and from what kind of cause? From a changeable one? But 
that is impossible. Therefore, from an unchangeable one, since they are 


‘eternal; and such we declare the intellectual cause to be, for it resides 
complete in eternity. 


7. Then shall we suppose there are not only Ideas of species but also 
Ideas of particulars**—such as an Idea of Socrates or any other individ- 
ual, not as members of the species Man, but as manifesting, cach of 
them, its individual property? Yet would not this argument compel us 
to say that the mortal is deathless? For if everything that comes to be 
by virtue of an Idea comes to be from an unchangeable cause, and if 
everything that exists through an unchangeable cause is unchangeable 


2 That is, the quartet of basic Ideas, Fire, Air, Water, Earth, or rather, the classcs of 
living beings corresponding to them. Cf. Proclus’ exposition at PT Ill, 19. 
% A question addressed by Plotinus in Ent, V, 7. For a good discussion of Plotinus’ 
oer Me this knotty point, see H. J. Blumenthal, Plotinus' Psychology, The Hague, 
»ch.9, 
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in its being, Socratcs and every other individual thing is the same at 
every moment of its being and established in cternity. But this is im~ 
possible. Furthermore, it is absurd that the Idea should be at one time 
a paradigm of something and at another time not, for what eternally is 
has eternally what it has; hence the Idea either does not have the char- 
acter of a paradigm or it has it always, for it is absurd to speak of acci- 
dental characters in the intelligible world. If, then, the Idea is to be a 
paradigm, there must be a likeness of it, for every paradigm is the par- 
adigm of a likeness. Now if the thing that is an image of it exists at 
some times and not at others, the paradigm will at times be a paradigm 
and at others nor; it will exist for a period, and be non-existent through 
infinite time. But certainly to exist and not to exist in turn is absolutely 
alien to the being of an Idea. Why should we not listen to Socrates 
when he says that our reason for positing the theory of Ideas is that we 
may have a one prior to the many? But if there arc Ideas of individuals, 
there will be a one before the one, nay rather, an infinity of things prior 
to the finite, for there will be an unlimited number of Ideas, although 
things in the sense-world arc limited. What could be more absurd than 
this? For things nearer to the One are more limited in number than 
those further away because number is more akin to the onc. 

These considerations show that it is absurd to admit Ideas of individ- 
uals. But since everything that comes to be comes to be from a cause, 
we must also posit causes of individuals: if you want a single cause, it 
could be the order of the universe; or if several, you could name the 
motion of the heavens, the particular natures, the propertics of the sea- 
sons, or the various regions, or the gods that superintend these causes, 
for all of these are involved in the making of individuals. And for these 
reasons the changes of the scasons also play a part, for a cause, once 
moved, carrics its effects along with it. And likewise the special prop- 
erties of the supcrintending gods, who differ from one another in the 
shapes, colours, speech, and motion peculiar to them; and the differ- 
ences between regions, for the proccsses of generation and the partic- 
ular natures involved vary greatly in different places. The natures have 
not only proceeded from Nature in general, but have taken on some- 
thing additional from the character of their seeds, being shaped to con- 
form to that character by descending into bodies and becoming, as it 
were, properties of the bodies rather then of themselves. Thus we can 
understand how individuals are not brought into being by a paradig- 
matic cause. To exist by virtue of a cause is not the same thing as to 
have been brought into being by a paradigm. For while the paradigm 
isa cause, we have become accustomed to usc the term cause in various 
sense, the paradigmatic cause being one among many. 
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8. So much about these matters. As for the parts of animals, shall we 
say that there are also Ideas of them, so as to make a paradigm not only 
of man but also of the finger, the eye, and every other part? Since in 
general each of them is clearly a substance, let us admit that they exist 
by virtue of a cause, but since they are parts, not wholes, they arc in- 
ferior to indivisible intellectual being. Things that are not only parts, 
but also wholes, may without absurdity be said to exist by virtue of 
that higher reality, but it is absurd to say this of parts only. Wholes are 
descended from that higher source, since the unity that precedes plu- 
rality, and the wholeness that is prior to the part come from there. Per- 
haps, then, it would be correct to say that of all such things as are parts, 
there arc no intellectual causes (for every intcllect is indivisible; hence 
we must posit in intellect only the wholes prior to the parts, and indi- 
visible things prior to the divided), but only psychic and natural causes, 
for division takes place first in souls, next in natures. Here then, in 
souls at least, there is a reason-principle or form of finger, tooth, and 
every other part. The wholeness that they presuppose preexists in in- 
tellect, the wholeness that comprehends plurality in unity is in souls, 
the wholeness that distinguishes, as do living beings, their unity from 
their many parts lies in the natures, and finally the wholeness that 
makes this distinction spatial lies in bodies. And if] may give my own 
opinion, we ought not to dismiss the view that daemons are separate 
causes of the parts, as is shown by the invocations of those who are as- 
signed to finger, cye, and heart, although gods are the causes of the 
wholes that contain them. 


9. Let this be our summary treatment of the parts. And now we must 
examine their accidents. Are these also to have Ideas? In fact, our ac- 
count of them falls into two. parts. Some qualities, such as likeness, 
beauty, health, and virtue, complete and perfect their subjects; others, 
like whiteness, blackness, and the like, exist in substances but do not 
complete or perfect them. Now those qualities that primarily add per- 
fection and completencss to their subjects have paradigmatic causes; 
but those that are otherwise present in bodies come to be there by vir- 
tue ofa reason-principle. The temperament of bodies is not cnough to 
explain their genesis; a form enters into them from nature, not, how- 
ever, through a distinct intelligent causc. It belongs to Ideas to give 
being, perfection, and universality, but characters devoid of these qual- 
ities come from elsewhere and have not their foundation in the primal 
Ideas. Nature, when she receives the ordered system of Ideas as thcy 
proceed into bodily masses, distinguishes parts from wholes and acci- 
dents from substances, and uses her powers of division to unfold the 
Ideas that come to her unified and undivided. Since it is not possible for 
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beings that are divisible through and through to be constituted directly 
from the unificd realities nor for the most particular beings to come im- 
mediately from the most universal, their differentiation must occur in 
the intermcdiary natures as they descend into plurality. We must there- 
fore posit a cause that confers figure upon all figures, and for numbers 
a single monad that generates them all. When it has been proved that 
the monad here is both odd and even and in its unity contains all species 
of number, can we not say of that intelligible monad that it is the uni~ 
tary cause of all things and that it is its infinite power that generatcs in- 
finite number in us also? Are we not compelled to say this, if unity here 
has come forth from that unity as its likeness? 


10. So much is to be said about accidents. Of artificial objects shall 
we say there are Ideas too? Socrates in the Republic (X, 597b), they say, 
did not hesitate to speak of an Idea of bed and of table. Or rather, did 
he not in that passage call “idea” the reason-principle in the mind of the 
artisan and say that this reason-principle is produced by God, because 
he thought the skill itself is conferred upon souls from above? Evidence 
for this interpretation is that he calls the poet third in rank from the 
truth by analogy with the painter, who does not make a bed but a pic- 
ture of it; whereas if the divine Idea is distinct from the reason-principle 
in the thing being made (since God is the demiurge of the form of the 
bed as the carpenter is the maker of the particular bed), the painter 
would be fourth, not third. And consider the question by a look at the 
facts themselves. If Intellect has Ideas of artefacts, will they proceed di- 
rectly to the sensc-world or through the medium of nature? To say 
they procced directly is absurd, for nowhere elsc does procession take 
place in this way; the first partakers of the Ideas are things nearer to In- 
tellect. And if it is through the intermediacy of Nature, Nature will be 
the cause of the artefacts. (Art is said to imitate Nature, for Nature will 
have Ideas of artefacts, if Intellect has them, much sooner than the arts.) 
But all things produced by Nature, since they are embodied in matter, 
are alive and undergo birth and growth, for Nature is life and the cause 
of living things. But it is impossible that the bed or any other artefact 
should live and grow. Consequently the products of art do not havea 
preexisting Form or an intelligible paradigm of their existence. 

But if one wants to classify sciences among the arts, we must make 
the following distinction.2! Of all the arts that clevate the soul and 
make it like Intellect we shall posit Forms to which they make us like. 
For there is likeness between figure and the conception of figure, and 
between number and the conception of number. So we will postulate 


3 Cf. Plotinus Enn. V, 9.11. 
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forms of arithmetic and geometry and astronomy, if we mean, in each 
case, not the vulgar kinds but the intellectual arts that are makers of di- 
vine Forms. For these arts clearly join us with Intellect, as when we 
pursue astronomy beyond the heavens and contemplate the intellectual 
harmony according to which the Father of all things generated souls 
and the cosmos, or that divine Number that exists secretly and dis- 
tinctly in all Forms, or that intellectual Figure chat generates all figures 
and according to which the Demiurge caused the cosmos to revolve 
and established cach of the elements in accordance with its own figure. 
Of these arts, then, we must posit Forms, and of all others that lead the 
soul upwards and that we require as we move towards the intelligible 
world. But all those that the soul uses when it is at play, or occupied 
with mortal things, or ministering to the needs of human life—of none 
of these is there an intellectual Form. The soul, however, has a power 
residing in its opinative faculty of bringing forward theorems that it is 
by nature able to produce and to judge; but there are no distinct Ideas 
at-all of the arts or of thcir products. It is not surprising that their causcs 
are thought to reside among the daemons, who are said to have given 
them to men, as their patrons and overseers, some of one, some of an- 
other, and among the gods only in a symbolic manner. For example, 
the art of bronze-working may be said to have its patron in the daemon 
Hephaestus who possesses the Idea of the art, while the great Hephaes- 
tus could be said only symbolically to have forged the vault of heaven. 
Likewise the art of weaving has as its patron some demi-goddess in the 
train of Athena, while Athena herself is celebrated as weaving, in a dif- 
ferent and demiurgic fashion, the fabric of the intelligible Ideas. 


11. These are the views we had to express with regard to intellectual 
Ideas. About the question of evils, it remains for us to say summarily 
that evils too are without any divine paradigm, since they have come 
about incidentally from certain other causes, as 1 have said in another 
work.*3 Should we spcak of the idea of evils as being itself cvil, or can 
we say that just as the idea of divisible is indivisible and the idca of plu- 
rality monadic, so the paradigm of evil is good? The former assertion, 
in positing evil itself as among the paradigms, is by no means in ac- 
cordance with piety; in saying that there are paradigms of evil in God, 
we should be compelled to say that he is the cause of evils, since he has 
established their paradigms. And yet, when we look towards the par- 


2 oypBodixdes, here must be taken to mean something like “archetypally.” 

® De Mal. Subst., pp. 245-247. The only Platonist known to have posited Ideas of evils 
was Amelius (Asclep. In Nic. Ar, p. 44, 3-5, p. 32 Taran), his argument being that other- 
wise evils must remain unknown to God. He probably quoted Phaede 97d and Timaeus 
41b in support of his position (cf. below, 832-833). 
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adigms, we are made better. If we say that the idea of evil is good, do 
we mean it is good in essence only or in function as well? If in essence 
only, it will be a worker of evil, which it is impious to say; and if in 
function also, clearly what it produces will be good. For the product of 
any beneficent power and activity is good, no less so than the product 
of fire is hot. So evil qua evil does not come about by virtue of a para- 
digm. And if, as Parmenides himself will say,*4 every Idca is a god and 
no god can be charged with responsibility for evil, as we learn from the 
Republic (Il, 379c), then Ideas, being gods, cannot be held responsible 
for evils.*5 But the paradigms arc causes of the things of which they are 
the paradigms. Consequently, no Idea can be a paradigm of evil. In ad- 
dition to this, the Demiurge, who desires that all things come into 
being like himself and that all things in the intelligible world be 
brought into being in the sense world, desires that there be no evil at all 
if he can prevent it. All these things are said in the Timaeus (29e). If 
there had been in him a paradigm of evil, in wishing to make all things 
like himself he would have introduced evil as being like himself. But in 
fact he docs not wish evil to be; this would be wishing that this very 
paradigm, one of the paradigms in him, should not be. Thus the ar- 
gument will continue to be an impicty to the Father of the universe un- 
til we renounce this hypothesis and are willing to recognise that the 
causes and patterns of cvil are somewhere in this world, since the rule 
laid down in the Timaeus is that everything made in the likeness of an 
eternal model is beautiful (28a). Hence, if evil comes about with refer- 
ence to such a model, it would no longer be altogether ugly, but beau- 
tiful; and clearly everything beautiful is good, so that the evil would be 
good. Furthermore, who is it that would create evil by looking to the 
paradigm? For a paradigm requires that someone be creating with ref- 
erence to it. If the creator is Intellect, he would be himself the cause of 
evils; and if it is someone in this world who creates evil things know- 
ingly, he would have to do so by knowing the paradigm. But ifneither 
of these suppositions is possible, there would be no paradigm, since 
there is no maker who makes by looking to it. 


But cnough about evils. Let us summarise the foregoing demonstra- 
tions by saying that the Forms are of universal substances and of their 
perfections; for these are the most characteristic attributes of Forms: 
goodness, essentiality, cternity—the first being derived from the pri- 
mary cause, the second from the One Being, and the third from Eter- 
nity. They descend into the first order of Forms, a rank, however, 

4 The reference is probably to Parm. 134cd, in which case it is a considerable distortion 
of what Plato intended. Cf. above, 732. 8-9. 

3 Cf. In Remp. 1, 32.15ff. Kroll. 
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which is second to Eternity and third from the One Being but depend- 
ent, like all beings, on the cause of all good. Hence from these three 
elements we must determine what things are produced by an intellec- 
tual paradigmatic cause and what owe their existence to other causes, 
without reference to an intellectual paradigm. Hair, for example, 
though a basic part of the body, would not be derived from above, for 
we have shown that wholes, not parts, have their origin there. Mud is 
an indeterminate mixturc of two elements, not the product of a natural 
reason-principle. Indeed we are used to making hundreds of other mix- 
tures to meet our nceds, but none of them do we refer to an Idea. They 
are the products of art or choice. Dirt docs not even come about by 
anyone’s choice, but is an incidental product. Yct one of our predeces- 
sors has quitc earnestly attempted to establish that there is a paradigm 
of dirt:* if, he says, there is a paradigm of virtue, there is a paradigm 
of cleansing, and ifso, also of dirt, for all cleansing is a removal of some 
kind of dirt. I admit that there is a Form of cleansing, but do not for 
that reason admit an intellectual Form of dirt. For cleansing is a re- 
moval of evil, and it has been shown that no cvil has an origin there. 
Every instance of dirt is necessarily a defect in that of which it is an in- 
cidental product. For this very reason these things have not an origin 
above, since they are departures from or privations of things that do 
have.an existence from above. Darkness is a privation of light, but the 
sun, the cause of light, is not itself the cause of the absence of light. So, 
too, Intellect, though the cause of knowledge, still is not responsible 
for ignorance, which is the absence of knowledge. And Soul, the dis- 
penser of life, is not also the giver of lifelessness. For thosc beings that 
receive gifts from the powers above, privations are incidental by-prod- 
ucts of the gifts, not preexisting traits in the beings that confer the pos- 
itive states so as to have an origin from above like the states of which 
they are privations. If someone should say that Intellect, in knowing 
some good thing, knows cvil also, and for this reason posits evil in In- 
tellect (so in the Phaedo [97d] it is said that there is a single knowledge 
of the better and the worse; so also in the Timaeus [41b] the Demiurge 
is pictured as saying “Only an evil being would wish to undo that 
which is harmonious and happy,” showing by this that he knows cvil), 
we must reply that although there is no paradigm of evil in him, there 
is knowledge of evil, and this is the paradigm of all knowledge of evil, 
which makes better whoever acquires it. For ignorance is evil, not the 
knowledge of ignorance, which refers both to itself and to ignorance; 
so that once again, it is not the paradigm of an evil, but of a good, the 


It is hard toimagine who this might be, unless it is another eccentricity of Amelius, 
like the Ideas of evils. 
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knowledge of evil. If we say this, we shall neither be bringing in Ideas 
of evils, as some Platonists do,?’ nor saying that Intellect knows only 
the better, as others think. We take a position between the two, grant- 
ing that therc is knowledge of cvils, but not that therc is a paradigmatic 
cause of them, itself evil. 

Now Parmenides in asking these questions has been practising the 
art of midwifery on Socrates, and drawing out his opinions about the 
objects mentioned, and so Socrates, at this juncture, is about to say that 
he rejects vigorously Ideas of such objects. 


“By no means,’’ replied Socrates, “these things are exactly what we see 
them to be. To think there is any Idea of them would, I fear, be altogether 
ridiculous. And yet sometimes I have been seized by the disturbing 
thought that the same thing may be true of them as of the others. Then 
when I reach this point I retreat in haste, fearing that I may fall into bot- 
tomless nonsense and perish; and so, coming back to the things which we 
said just now to have Ideas, I spend my time working with them.” (130d) 


This is Socrates’ answer. Looking at the lifelessness, the triviality, 
and the corporeality of the things that he is being questioned about, he 
thinks it improper to say that they have Ideas and allows them an ex- 
istence only among visible things. But when he considers the common 
element revealed by later reflection in these particular instances of 
them, he reasons that there may be Ideas of them also. For as in the 
many examples of mud there is a common feature, mud, which later 
thought brings to light, and in the many individual hairs a common 
form, hair, by which we characterise the many instances, one could say 
that there is prior to all pluralities a single such factor constitutive of the 
many individuals. This is the thought chat disturbs Socrates. For since 
in other cases Socrates advances from a determinate group of objects 
to the formulation of their common characters, and from these to the 
reason-principles in them, and then from these reason-principles to 
the intelligible Ideas themsclves—a process described in the Phaedrus 
(251bff.)—he reasons that it may be possible also in the case of the 
things he has rejected. As we can proceed from the consideration of 
particulars to the onc in them and then to the one over them, so alsa It 
may be possible to advance in this case to something else, the one prior 
to them all. But then he sees that if he allows Ideas of these things, he 
will be compelled, proceeding on the sorites model, to posit Ideas of 
everything, including Matter itself. Well, this is the ‘‘bottomless non- 
sense” into which whoever falls will perish in lifeless incompetence. So 


37 T.c. Amelius. Cf. n. 26 above. 
38 Proclus read here sis sev" &Pydov drvapiay, as is apparent from 834.21 below. 
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he turns back to the universals and substances that have a preeminent 
standing and provide the essential components of the universe. With 
these he spends his time, as with realities that have come about through 
ideal causes, while other things exist here only and not beyond the 
world of the senses. 


“That is because you are still young, Socrates,” said Parmenides, “and 
philosophy has not taken hold of you as it will, in my opinion, when you 
have learned not to despise atty of these things. As it is, your youth still 
causes you to defer to the opinions of men.”’ (130e) 


In thus rebuking Socrates’ expression of bewilderment Parmenides 
may appear to some persons to be himself positing Ideas of everything, 
including the trivial, the most material, and the unnatural. For why 
would he rebuke Socrates, ifhe does not himself attribute the existence 
of these things to an ideal cause? But I think his rebuke was addressed 
not to Socrates, but to those who consider that the generation of things 
so trivial and insignificant is uncaused. Parmenides himself corrects 
this opinion in refusing to admit that there is anything uncaused. 
“Anything that comes to be, necessarily comes to be from a cause,” the 
Timaeus (28c) says, “for nothing can have an origin without a cause.” 
Hence nothing is. so unseemly or trivial as not to share in the Good and 
draw its origin from above. Even Matter, if you consider it, you will 
find to be good, and evil itself turns out to have good in it, to be inca- 
pable of existing otherwise than by carrying a tinge of the Good and 
partaking of it in some way. But popular opinion is ashamed to ascribe 
the existence of cheap and insignificant things to the divine cause, for it 
looks at their nature, not at the power of that cause, and does not con- 
sider-that a cause capable of creating the greater things is a fortiori able 
to bring lesser things into being, as the Athenian Stranger somewhere 
says (Laws X, 902e). But genuine philosophers regard all things in the 
cosmos, great and small, as dependent on providence; thcy see nothing 
dishonourable or worthless in the house of Zeus, but regard all things 
as good, in so far as they arise from providence, and beautiful, as hav- 
ing come to be in accordance with a divine cause. 

That Socrates, in denying an idcal cause of these trivial and particu- 
larly material things, also denies that they have any cause—this Par- 
menides infers from Socrates’ declaration that these things are only 
“what we see”’; for ifhe had seen that nothing is uncaused he would not 
have uttered this phrase. For instance, hair may not have an intelligible 
paradigm, but it still has a natural reason-principle as its cause. Then is 
itnot necessary that this hair be not only what we see, but also that hair 
which isin the reason-principle of Nature? For Nature docs not create 
even hair in vain; she is working for the good in furnishing animals 
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with it, and its absence is contrary to nature, who cquips the creatures 
that need the aid of hair. And again clay, if it comcs about by art, has 
its form in the mind of the workman”? and if this clay or dirt is pleasing 
to certain spirits for whose aid sorcerers look when they use such things 
in their operations“°—the art of sorcery we owe to the dacmons, as we 
learn in the Symposium (203d)—what is strange in supposing that the 
daemons who delight in them know their kinds, just as we say the 
overseers of the various parts of the cosmos comprehend the bounda- 
ries of their particular provinces? And if you arc in doubt about the 
proximate causes, raisc your thought to that single causc of being from 
which everything proceeds, and say that it produces them so that of 
none of them is its existence uncaused. 

Or perhaps Parmenides, looking at the One Being prior to the Ideas, 
thinks it proper to place existence on the causal level before existence 
on the level of Idea; and he therefore rebukes Socrates when, in denying 
Ideas, he denics all other causes. He should have supposed their origin 
to lic not in the intcllectual Form, but in a causc older than Forms, since 
when we make objects by human art, the Intellect also makes them. 
For everything that comes to be by secondary causes is brought about 
in a more fundamental sense by the primary causes, not, however, 
through Forms, but by Being itself alone. It is true that when we make, 
we make in accordance with certain reason-principles that we have in 
us, but it is the Forms that we make in our products, while Intellect is 
creator of their substance. And of the things to which Intellect gives 
form, it is the monad of Beings that gives the substance. For that cause 
is greater than any ideal causc. Thus Socrates, intent on the form-giv- 
ing cause, naturally supposes the origin of these things to be uncaused, 
while Parmenides advances to the cause above Idcas and sees that their 
substance is derived from that cause. For all things have their sources 
in it. 

® Here Proclus is making wpdds mean “‘potter’s clay.” 

“ Further evidence of Proclus’ abiding intcrest in magical practices. 
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Boox IV covers almost five Stephanus pages, from 130c4 to 135b2, 
and thus most of the vexatious problems about the relations of Forms 
to particulars raised by Parmenides in the dialogue. It is a long book, 
unlike its two predecessors, and falls into various sections, which I shall 
indicate as we go along. Before, however, we examine Proclus’ solu- 
tions to the problems raised by Parmenidcs, we may recall what I said 
inthe General Introduction (p. xxxiii), that for Proclus there arenoinsol- 
uble problems in the Parmenides, since Parmenides’ purpose is for him 
not eristic but maieutic, and all his puzzles are simply designed to lead 
the young Socrates to a higher level of sophistication in his view of the 
structure of reality. 

The book begins with an excursus on the question of the way in 
which particulars participate in Forms (837.8-853.12), which, like the 
previous ones, is a most useful account of Platonic theorising and Neo- 
platonic doctrine on the subject. He begins by refuting the notion that 
Parmenides is concerned to demolish the Theory of Ideas, as some au- 
thorities have supposed. His purpose is in fact to provoke Socrates to 
articulate the theory more perfectly. He does this by moving down- 
wards from the most universal through the more particular and atomic 
kinds of being, and coming finally to those that are not constituted in 
accordance with a Form at all, but still are derived from the monad of 
all existent things, the One Being. Only after setting out this hierarchy 
clearly are we in a position to consider properly the problem of partic- 
ipation (ueroxy). 

There are various processes, says Proclus (839.20ff.), to which par- 
ticipation may be likened. First, to reflection in a mirror: 


Just as in this case the shape and relative positions of its parts cause 
an image of the countenance to be seen on the surface of the mir- 
ror, so receptive matter, holding itself up, so to speak, before the 
Demiurge and the artifice (wépos) of his mind, is filled with Ideas 
from him. 
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Plotinus makes this comparison in Enn. Ill, 6.7-9, a passage which 
Proclus plainly has in mind here. 

The second analogy frequently presented to the participation in 
Forms is that of a seal in wax (841.1ff.). This seems to have been the 
dominant one in Middle Platonism (see references in n. 7 below). Pro- 
clus regards this as too crudely physical, in its imagery of pressing 
down by the Form and resistance by Mattcr—more suitable to Stoic 
theory. 

Lastly, the analogy of eikones (841.18ff.), which must here mean 
both “portraits” and “statuettes,” is unsatisfactory, since these only re- 
produce a surface likeness to their model, while the Forms “‘shape their 
substrates in their entirety and from within.’’ This analogy too seems 
to have been a Middle Platonic one. It is criticised as too crude also by 
Plotinus in Enn. III, 8.2, where he mentions kéroplastai, “makers of 
wax dolls,” as here. 

Proclus does not go so far as to reject these analogies outright 
(841.30ff.). Rather, he recognises in them all some vestige of the truth, 
and commends them as useful aids for less advanced students; but the 
true Platonist must transcend them. The correct element in them is 
their isolation of likeness (841.34) as the feature that unites individuals 
to Forms, and Plato does admittedly use all these types of imagery in 
speaking of the process of participation, but we must treat them as no 
more than images. 

For participation to take place (842.15ff.), there is needed not only 
the “efficacious power’ (SpaaTHptos Svvayts) of the Forms, but also 
the appetition (épeéts) of the beings to be informed and, ultimately, of 
Matter. The Peripatetics and the Stoics have presented inadequate ac- 
counts of this process, by disregarding respectively the efficacity of the 
Forms and the appetitiveness of Matter. Proclus now gives a discourse 
on the mystery of the variety of levels of being in this world by virtue 
of the varying degrees of receptivity of Matter. 

His solution to this problem is stated in terms of the metaphysics he 
has inherited from Syrianus, but it is possible, I think, to restate it in 
terms more acceptable to modern sensibilities. He distinguishes four 
levels of demiurgic agent—Father, Father-Creator, Creator-Father, 
and Creator—each of whom performs a different role (844. 11ff.). 
However, this can be seen as merely a way of distinguishing four stages 
of creation. First, Matter itself is dependent for its existence on the Fa- 
ther or Primal Cause, prior to any imposition of Form on it. The sec- 
ond stage in the process of creation is the introduction into Matter of 
the ‘‘traces”’ of the Forms (cf. Tim. 52b), that is, inchoate tendencies ta 
receive ordered Form. As a third stage, we must postulate the imposi- 
tion on Matter in general of the Form of the Cosmos, or perhaps the 
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Idea of an ordered universe in general, as a condition of the creation of 
all particular ordered things. And lastly, the formation of ordered 
things themselves, in their genera and species. So Matter is subject to 
vatious degrees of informing, and this can be taken to account for the 
variety in Nature. 

This setting out of a multi-staged process of creation is only a for- 
malisation of the doctrine of the Timaeus, which has been gradually 
worked out in the Platonic tradition. It does not, of course, explain the 
basic “‘mystery” of the imposition of Form on Matter, but it provides 
an elaborate conceptual framework within which it may be discussed. 
We are left, then (845.25ff.), with three causcs of participation in Form: 
the Good, towards which all things strive; the creative power of the 
Forms themselves; and the receptivity of individual material recepta- 
cles. 

Before he leaves the discussion of metoché, Proclus turns to the cri- 
tique of a predecessor (846.22ff.), whom he refers to only as tis raw 
mévu yevvaiwv, and who may be either Amclius (who liked triads) or 
lamblichus—probably not Porphyry. This theorist, like Syrianus, 
would like to preserve a role for all three Middle Platonist analogies to 
participation (the scal in wax, the reflection in water, the statuette), but, 
unlike Syrianus and Proclus, who would regard all three as imperfect 
statements of a higher truth, he would see them as descriptions of the 
mode of participation in different levels of form. Sensc-objects partic- 
ipate by way of impression (rvtwrexds) in the forms-in-matter (puowKd 
eidn): they reccive reflections of the forms at the level of Soul, and they 
are images of the intellectual forms. Proclus commends the ingenuity of 
this thesis, but rejects it in favour of the Syrianic one (847.30f£.). 


But perhaps it is better and more in accord with theology not to 
make these distinctions, but to say that sense-objects simultanc- 
ously (1) partake of intellectual forms as present to them (2) re- 
ceive reflections from them, and (3) resemble them as images. For 
Plato in this very passage says simply that things here “‘participate 
in the Forms,” as if the primary Forms were participated in in all 
these ways by sense-objects. 


He turns now, at last (848.21ff.), to a study of the lexis, but even this 
produces another excursus on the theory of names, arising out of tas 
émarvpias adrév of the lemma (849.16-853.12). His basic point is that 
properly given names are primarily of Forms, and only secondarily of 
the individuals which participate in them. It is interesting here, I think, 
for the chronology of Proclus’ works that, though he refers us to the 
Cratylus at various points, he does not refer us to his commentary on 
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the dialogue, which might suggest that it was not yet composed; but 
this is hardly conclusive (sce also the General Introduction, p. xxxiv). 

After this introduction, the first section of the book covers Parmen- 
ides’ problems about participation in Forms as wholes or as parts. This 
extends from 853.18 to 877.31, covering Parm. 130e6 to 131e7, and it 
is divided into 11 lemmata, all short. 1 shall not comment on them all 
individually. 

In the first of these (130e6-131a3; 853.18-856.3), Proclus addresses 
himsclf to some concepts—Likeness, Greatness, Beauty and Justice— 
mentioned in the text, the definition of which as Forms posed problems 
for later Platonists. ‘Equal’ and ‘big’, after all, are spatial concepts, and 
‘beautiful’ and ‘just’ seem to involve possession of, and interaction 
with, material attributes. At thc level of Form, they must mcan some~ 
thing else. In fact Proclus identifies Likeness as the force which renders 
secondary things like primary ones, perfecting them and bringing 
them to completion. Greatness he presents (853.34ff.) as “that which 
gives preeminence to anything in its particular class” (adducing a num- 
ber of Platonic passages to support his interpretation, in particular 
Phaedo 100e). Beauty (855.6ff.) is what dispenses symmetry, unity, and 
the charm of perfection to the Forms, and Justice is the cause of the 
Forms’ performing their proper functions. 

What we seem to have here in each case is not so much a Form in the 
traditional sense (if we can speak of such a thing), as rather a series of 
organising principles of the intelligible world—second-level Forms, 
one might term them—giving order and coherence to the primary 
Forms, in the way that the five megista gené of the Sophist might be sup- 
posed to do. 

The next lemma (131a4-7; 856.9-858.40) leads Proclus to reveal a 
controversy among previous Platonists arising out of both the previous 
argument (13(0a-e) as to whether there are Forms of al] things, and the 
present one about the mode of participation (130e-131c). Even as 
some, he says, approached Parmenides’ problem by asserting that there 
are Forms of all things and that Socrates should not have been embar- 
rassed by the question of the existence of Forms of mud or hair, while 
others acceptcd that there werc not Forms of all things, but denied that 
that was destructive of the thcory, so here one party accepts the major 
premise, that if a sensible object participates in a Form, it must partic- 
ipate in either the whole or a part of it, and asserts that in fact each par- 
ticipates in the whole of a Form, while another school of thought dis- 
poses of the problem by accepting that participation in Form is of 
another type than that in whole or part, since such an antithesis is really 
only appropriate to participation of one body in another. [t is with 
these latter that Proclus agrees, though with certain refinements. It 18 
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quite clear to him (858.29ff.) that when Parmenides adds “Or could 
there be some other way of participation than this?” he is actually rous- 
ing Socrates up to consider what this other way might be. 

The subject of comment on the next lemma (131a8-b2; 859.7- 
861.37) is the sense in which ‘whole’ and ‘part’ are to be understood in 
relation to participation in immatcrial Forms. Once again, Proclus’ 
conviction that Parmenides’ purpose is maieutic. comes to his aid. On 
the one hand, a material object cannot participate in the whole of the 
Form, say, of Beauty, “‘since nowhere do caused objects absorb the 
whole power of their causes” (cf. ET, prop. 75). But on the other 
hand, “since these things possess the property, say justice or beauty, by 
which ideal Justice and Beauty are characterised in their own nature, 
for this reason things could be said to partake of the whole, not the 
part.” For Proclus, the paradox is resolved by specifying that partici- 
pation in an immaterial entity is quite different from participation in a 
material one, and so “‘secondary things partake both of the whole and 
a part of their corresponding Forms” (860.3-4). 

The next lemma (131b3-6; 862.4-864.3), in commenting on Socra- 
tes’ choice of the example of daylight as something that can be present 
as a whole to many individuals simultaneously, brings in further inter- 
esting evidence of the Forty Logoi of Zeno (see the General Introduc- 
tion, sect. D). This document, as I have said, may be spurious, but the 
two arguments that Proclus reports from it in detail are sufficiently 
primitive in their logical form to suggest that, if spurious, it was quite 
a good forgery. Zeno seems to have presented, as an argument for the 
one-ness of apparent multiplicities, the example of people here and in 
the Antipodes both being white, and thus “one.” Apparently, some 
previous commentator had suggested that Plato makes Parmenidcs at- 
tack this argument in the form presented by Socrates to avoid the un- 
suitability of having the master publicly correct the pupil (evidence that 
Proclus was not the first to make use of the Forty Logoi in the exegesis 
of the dialoguc). Proclus refutes this suggestion by asserting that Ze- 
no’s argument is valid, as it relates to the immanent form, while the in- 
validity of Socrates’ arises from the fact that he is referring to the tran- 
scendent Form. 

The comments on the next two lemmata (864.12-866.24), both very 
short, contribute little except a reinforcement of Proclus’ view that 
Parmenides’ purpose is not destructive, but maieutic. He amusingly 
takes Parmenides’ ironic #déws ye (13167) as straight commendation; it 
is a recognition of the spontaneity (76 wibtopués) of Socrates” thought: 
“This is why Parmenides remarks ‘how readily’ he makes the one 
whole in many things, meaning by ‘readily,’ not naively or ridicu- 
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lously, but naturally.” Socrates’ intuitions are correct, but still insuffi- 
ciently articulated (865.7). 

We come now to a series of lemmata (131c12-e7), running from 
866.31 to 877.31, which concern Parmenides’ problem about partici- 
pation in Greatness, Equality, and Smallncss, in which he compounds 
Socrates’ difficulties about part and whole. For Proclus, Parmenides is 
only teaching here that participation in immateria] Forms must be con- 
ceived diffcrently, and that these concepts have a different force in the 
intelligible world from what they have in this. Among intelligibles, 
Greatness is ‘“‘what confers upon anything its superiority and tran- 
scendent perfection, whether intellectual or vital or physical,” Equality 
is “the cause of harmony and proportion in all things,” and Smallness 
is ‘‘the cause of essential inferiority”’ (868.24ff.). These Forms thus be- 
come, like Beauty and Justice, structural principles of the realm of 
Forms. As he says a little farther on (869.14ff.): 


And it seems that all things get their ordering from this triad of 
Forms, since they furnish to superior beings their very superior- 
ity, to the secondary ones their inferiority, and fellowship to those 
that are parallel in rank. . . . Every serics needs these three mo- 
ments—cxcess, deficiency and parity; so that if every Form has its 
procession that prescrves the distinction between secondary and 
primary beings, together with community among them all, it is 
this triad that brings it about. 


Proclus thus finds a use for these rather troublesome Forms which 
Plato produced in the Phaedo, such as Large, Small, and Equal, by mak- 
ing them principles of organisation for the others. How else, after all, 
is Largeness to coexist with Dog or Tree, or even Triangle? And in this 
way one can explain the relationship between Animal and Dog or Cat, 
and between Dog and Cat. Proclus is able to tidy up thus many loose 
ends in the realm of Forms. 

Some interesting points arise in connexion with the argument about 
Smallness, which scems to have given particular trouble to previous 
commentators (872.33-36). Proclus, though he is rendered impervious 
to the logical difficulties presented here by his conviction that all this 
concerns only the fallacious assumption that participation is bodily, 
does report an argument of his friend Pericles (872. 18)—whether oral 
or in a written commentary is not clear—designed to show that the 
very notion of subtracting a part from Smallness is incoherent, since 
the same part, if added to a particular, makes it bigger, while, if re- 
turned to the remainder from which it was subtracted, it would make 
it smaller. The cogency of this escapes me, and Proclus does not seem 
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too sure about it cither. Particulars, then, for Proclus, participate in 
their Forms in a sense as wholes, and in another sense as parts (875. 7ff.): 


They participate in them as wholes in that the activity of a Form is 
indivisible, and thus is present as a whole in all its participants, 
being in itself first and then filling up the being of its participants 
with its own character. But they participate in part in so far as they 
participate not in the Forms themselves, but in images (ei8wAa) of 
them, and these images are parts of their own paradigms; for thus 
the likeness stands to its pattern as part to whole. 


We come now to the “Third Man” Argument (131¢8-132b2), which 
constitutes the next scction of the book (878.1-890.38), divided into 
just two lemmata. In Proclus’ view, even as the previous argument is 
designed to show that participation in the Forms is not of a bodily na- 
ture, so this argument, advancing a stage further, demonstrates that 
participation in transcendent Forms is distinct from participation in im- 
manent forms, or forms-in-matter (EvvAa etdq or guatKoi Adyor), 
which do have an clement in common with their participants 
(878.17£f.). Once again, therefore, Parmenides’ purposc is maieutic. 

In this connection Proclus adduces Socrates’ admission of uncer- 
tainty at Phaedo 100d as to whether one should call the mode of partic- 
ipation in the Forms ‘‘presence” (zapoucia) or “communion” (kot- 
vevia), or perhaps something else (881.39ff.). For Proclus, what 
Plato is telling us here is that neither parousia nor koindnia is a suitable 
term for participation in transcendent Forms. The Phaedo passage, he 
feels, is good to juxtapose with this passage in the Parmenides, as it 
shows Socrates still professing doubt at the end of his life about a ques- 
tion raised here at thc outset of his carecr (883.9ff.), thus indicating that 
any terminology of participation based on material analogies is bound 
to be inadequate. This leads Proclus to a commendation of Plato for 
refuting in advance the views of all later schools on the question of the 
creation of the world. 

Aristotle’s Third Man Argument (and the “No-man"” Argument, 
whatever that was) do not disturb him (889. 6ff.), as being only valid 
against forms which would coordinate with their participants, as are 
the forms-in-matter. For the transcendent Forms, Proclus postulates a 
relationship with particulars which one might term ‘‘non-reciprocal 
communion..” As he says at 890.2ff. : 


The Forms both commune with their participants and do not 
commune with them. To the extent that they illuminate them 
from their own essence, they commune with them, but to the ex- 
tent that they are unmixed with what they illuminate, they do not 
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commune; so that it is not for themselves, but for the things de- 
rived from them, that they have generated a certain degrce of like- 
ness. For this reason, indeed, it may be said that they commune in 
some way through thesc means with those entities with receive 
them, but the communion is not that of synonyms, but rather of 
primary and sccondary participants in a term (&AA’ ws devrépots 
Kat 7pwrots). 


Proclus here makes use of Aristotle’s distinction between protos and 
deuteros legesthai (e.g. Met. A, 18.1022a18; EN VIII, 9.1158b31-33; EN 
X, 5.1176a29) in an attempt to formulate what we might express by 
using subscripts, c.g. just, and just,, Justice itself being just, and just 
actions or individuals being just. It is clear to him that Plato intends the 
infinite regress to be patently absurd, and that his purpose is to lead us 
to a better perception of the nature of particpation. 

We turn now to the suggestion of Socrates that the Forms may be 
thoughts in a mind (132b3-c12; 891.4-906.2). Proclus sees the preced- 
ing two aporiai as concerning the mode of participation in Forms, 
which is the third of the four problems about Forms which Parmenides 
sets out to address, while we turn in the next two to the fourth prob- 
lem, ‘‘Where arc they situated? Are they in souls, or prior to souls?” 
(891.4-21). 

He begins with an attack on the Peripatetic view of general concepts 
as simply abstractions from sense-perceptions—"‘later-born entities” 
(sorepoyeveis). This term must have been adopted by later Peripatet- 
ics to describe gencral concepts. Aristotle himself uses the term only (in 
a philosophical sense) at Met. N,4.1091a33, in connection with asking 
whether the Good is an arché, or hysterogenes (as was the doctrine of 
Speusippus), and so not directly in connection with a discussion of 
Forms or concepts. However, it seems likely from Simplicius In Cat. 
82.22-83.20 (esp. 83.8) that Alexander of Aphrodisias used the term to 
describe the status of ta katholou (though he may have simply spoken of 
them as torepa rp gdoe:). How, Proclus asks, could a concept of a 
Form arisc out of the contemplation of the limited number of members 
of any class with which we arc likely to come into contact? We could 
not arrive at the notion of a class except by virtuc of anamnésis. 

A truc Form, then, is a thought (véqpa), “but primarily in the sense 
of a thought-proccss (véyats) of Intellect in the true sense, in fact of the 
Paternal Intellect, in which both true beings are thoughts and thoughts 
true beings” (893.3ff.). These “thoughts” come to be, at a lower level, 
in the Soul (896.22ff.), and must not be confused with “‘what is pro- 
duced in the soul as a result of projections from individual sense-ob- 
jects.” 
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For Proclus, then, Socrates has arrived at a truth about the nature of 
Forms, but only at the level of Soul. Parmenides now proposes to lead 
him a stage higher, by raising a difficulty about this (896.29ff.), which 
Proclus deals with in the next lemma (898. 12-906.2). Thought must be 
“of” an object of thought, and this object of thought, rather than the 
thought, would be the Form. This, again, Proclus does not see as a 
problem, but as the revelation of a truth about Forms at the intelligible 
level: 


If, then, thought is of the object of thought, not only in us, but 
also in the divine and veritable Intellect, it is plain that the object 
of thought is prior to the thought, and it is by virtuc of its striving 
towards this that the reason-principle in the soul is a thought. 
(899.23-27) 


We are thus led up to the level of ta ontds onta (901.24 ff.), where Intellect 
and the objects of intellection are united, but yet the objects of intellec- 
tion, the Forms proper, are logically and ontologically prior. 

He now, however, has to deal with Parmenides’ objection in 132c, 
that all things which participated in Forms would be thinking entities, 
since they would partake in thought. In answer to this, he specifies 
(902.16f.) that Forms are noémata only in the sense of being objects of 
thought, not as being thought-processes themselves. Indeed, as he 
says, “Things must take their start, not from thinking agents, but 
rather from elements which are objects of thought, in order that there 
may be-causes of both things that have mind and things that have not” 
(902.35-38). Nous contains within itself the triad of causal principles— 
Being, Life and Intellect proper—which among them produce all 
things in the cosmos. 

This provokes him to a brief disquisition on the subject of seirai 
(903.2-904.34), on which he has already spoken at pp. 874-875, in or- 
der to explain the different degrees of participation in Forms. He ends 
the lemma with a recapitulation of the stages of understanding through 
which Socrates has been led by Parmenides’ midwifery. 

He turns next (906.3-918.35, on 132c12-133b3) to the discussion of 
Socrates’ suggestion that Forms are “‘like patterns fixed in the nature of 
things” (®orsp rapadetyyata év rp evoet), of which things here are 
“‘likenesses”’ (6oc@porre or eixéves). Proclus’ only criticism of this for- 
mulation is that it appears to neglect the creative and preservative as- 
pects of the Forms, in favour of the assimilative—unless, perhaps, he 
suggests (910.1ff.), we regard him as including these other aspects in 
assimilation, “for things that are assimilated to what ‘stands fixed’ are 
necessarily indissoluble, and are held together by their own reason- 
principles, and are conserved in their essence by them.” These things. 
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will not be sensible particulars, but rather the immanent forms of gen- 
cra and species, which do enjoy a kind of eternity. 

He correctly draws attention to Socrates’ use of hdsper with paradeig- 
mata, as making clear that the term is not to be taken in any restrictively 
literal sense. The Forms are living and active principles, not just inert 
exemplars. 

This brings us to the next lemma (132d5-e5), and to Parmenides’ ob- 
jection that, if the image is like the exemplar, then the exemplar must 
be like the image, and in virtuc of this “likeness” the Third Man Ar- 
gument once again raises its head. “To this,” says Proclus (912.31ff.), 
“Socrates should have replicd that ‘like’ has two senses—one, the like- 
ness of coordinate entities, the other, the likeness which involves sub- 
ordination to an archetype—and the onc is to be seen as consisting in 
the identity of some one reason-principle, while the other involves not 
only identity but at the same time otherness, whenever something is 
‘like’, as having the same Form derived from the other, but not along 
with it.” 

Proclus here seems to have exposed the flaw in Parmenides’ argu- 
ment (as Cornford points out in his commentary ad loc.): the relation of 
a photograph to its original is not the same as that of one photograph 
of the same original to another. The photographs rescmble each other 
through having the common quality of being images of the same orig- 
inal, but it is absurd to say that the original and the photograph have 
any quality in common by virtue of which they resemble some third 
thing. 

Once again, therefore, Parmenidcs is just provoking Socratcs to 
deeper understanding, when he asks, ‘Or is there any way that what is 
like can avoid being like what is like it?”’ (914.41-42). 

This lemma is a good example of Proclus’ exegetical method. He ap- 
proaches the problem first logikds kai aporétikds (911.33ff.); then philo- 
sophikés (912. 38ff.); and lastly, theologikds (913.14 £f.)—which in this 
case involves the distinguishing of Forms at various divine levels, at 
some of which there is reciprocal likeness with particulars, but at the 
highest level, that of the unparticipated Intellect, only non-reciprocal 
likeness. 

Arising out of the question of likeness to the Forms, some commen- 
tators raised the interesting problem as to whether each Form confers 
not only existence on the particulars, but also likeness to itself 
(916.14 €f.). If so, what then is the role of the Form of Likeness? [f not, 
and it is in virtuc of Likeness that particulars resemble their Forms, then 
how can the Form be said to make an “image”’ of itself? Proclus gets 
out of this quandary by reminding us that all Forms cooperate with one 
anothcr, and indeed are in one another, but it does bring us up against 
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the curious role of these “‘meta-forms,”’ such as Largencss, Equality 
and Likeness, which we have discussed earlier. In fact, as we see again, 
they function as organising principles, and are not to be viewed as 
being on the same level as, say, Forms of natural objects. 

We come now to the relatively lengthy argument about the lack of 
communication between ourselves and the realm of Forms (133a8- 
134e8), the commentary on which takes up most of the rest of the book 
(919.1-971.9). It is divided into 13 lemmata, which we need not deal 
with individually. The second, however, is of considerable length 
(919.30-928.27) and constitutes a sort of introduction to the topic. 

For Proclus, this final difficulty raised by Parmenides is really de- 
signed to expose inadequate conceptions of the relationship of Forms 
to particulars, both that later taken up by the Stoics, that Form is im- 
manent in Matter, and that of the Peripatetics, that the divine is not 
providentially concerned with the sense-world (921.10ff.). Parmenides 
continues to lead Socrates on the upward path of understanding of the 
Forms at every level. 

The real question is, in what sense do we not know the Forms, or 
what levels of Form arc superior to our understanding? First, on the 
philosophical level (924. 1ff.), we must distinguish between apprehen- 
sion of “coordinate” objects, objects on the same level of reality as our- 
selves, and that of objects on.a supcrior level. If we decide that we can 
have knowledge of coordinate objects, that is, of the sensc-world, then 
the apprchension which we have of superior levels of being must be 
something other than knowledge. Looking at the question “‘theologi- 
cally” (924.41ff.), we realise that what Plato is doing is distinguishing 
the “intellectual” level of Forms, the forms in the Soul, which we can 
know, from higher levels (the intelligible-intellectual and the intclligi- 
ble) which transcend our powers of understanding. 

The notion that the highest level of reality, the One, or even the 
summit of the intelligible world, can only be apprehended, if at all, by 
some faculty in us superior to intellect, and analogous to the One (the 
“One of the Soul’’) is adumbrated by Plotinus (e.g. En. Ill, 8.9; VI, 
9.3), but formalised only by lamblichus (c.g. In Phaedr. fr. 6 Dillon = 
Hermeias, In Phaedr. 150.24ff. Couvreur), and elaborated further by 
Sytianus and Proclus. Here even the intclligible-intellectual level (that 
of the median moment of the realm of Nous, Life) is superior to our 
individual understanding, so that a fortiori so arc the intelligible and the 
henadic realrns. All this is an excellent example of Proclus’ ability cre- 
atively to derive positive doctrine from a passage of essentially negative 
argument. 

Under the rubric of lexis, Proclus now indulges in a homily on the 
nature of the ideal student (926-927), making use of the ancient Platonic 
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triad of qualities required for success in study—good natural parts, love 
of learning, and willingness to do one’s homework (gvous, mad nors, 
&oxnors, or, as Proclus lists them, siguia, gumerpia, tpodupia)—this 
being provoked by Parmenides’ remarks in 138b. He then gives a 
sketch of the ideal teacher (927.31ff.), of whom Parmenides provides a 
good example. When, however, he declares that one chief characteris- 
tic of such a teacher is that ‘the will not want to expound the divine 
truth with elaborate verbosity, but rather to reveal much through few 
words”, one can only wish that he had practised what he preached. 

Proclus, then, sees the argument for the unknowability of the Forms 
as teaching that we need to postulate intermediate levels between the 
totally transcendent, noetic forms and ourselves, to wit, the forms in 
soul and the reason-principles in Nature. Parmenidcs’ commendation 
(kad@s Aéyeus, 133c7) of Socrates’ admission that no being which is auté 
kath’ hautén could exist in our world, Proclus declares to be, not ironic, 
but quite serious (932. 16ff.); it is true that no transcendent Form can be 
present in our world, nor be directly cognised from it, but this simply 
teaches us that there is another level of Form which is. 

At 934.38ff., Proclus gives us a useful summary of the nature of a 
Form in the primal sense, as derived from the six arguments which 
have been produced by Parmenides: “The Idea in the trucst sense is an 
incorporeal cause, transcending its participants, a motionless being, 
exclusively and really a model, intelligible to souls through images, 
and intelligising causally the existents modelled upon it.” 

The next topic of interest (935-939) is a discussion of the nature of 
relativity in the realm of Forms. There is, for instance, he maintains, 
such a thing even in this realm as natural righthandedness and lefthand- 
edness, as of the Icft or right hands of an animal, as opposed to mere 
accidental right and left. There will thcrefore be Right and Left in the 
intelligible realm. Each of these is a substantial Form, existing ‘for it- 
self,” primarily, but producing a relation in this world. Certain Forms, 
such as these, and such others as Mastership and Slavery, have special 
reciprocal relations in the noetic realm, but are nevertheless substantive 
entities “‘in themselves,” whercas “‘master’’ or “father” here is not a de- 
scription of a substance, but only of rclation. 

If this sounds dangerously close to nonsense, one can only say in 
Proclus’ defence that later Platonists were faced with an inheritance 
from Plato of what appeared to be Forms of relatives, and they had to 
come to terms with them somehow. What we get is a series of inter- 
esting atternpts to work out a structure of the realm of Forms. Master- 
ship and Slavery, for instance, as we learn a little later (941-943), are the 
structures which enable the more generic Forms to dominate the more 
particular. 
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In an interesting note (939. 19ff.) on Plato’s use of homdnymos to de- 
scribe the relationship between Forms and particulars at 133d3, Proclus 
appeals to Aristotle’s formulation of r& dy’ évds kai mpds Ev Aeyopeva 
(EN I, 4.1096b27; Met. T’, 2.1003a33; Met. Z, 4.1030b2) to clarify the 
sense of homénymos—a use of the formula which Aristotle, of course, 
would have vigorously repudiated. One would have liked him to have 
given a reference for his statement that Aristotle “sometimes classes 
(these) as homonyms,” since in the passages above he is careful to dis- 
tinguish them, but he is probably thinking of Met. A, 6.987b9, where 
Aristotle speaks of sensible particulars in Platonic theory as being xaré 
pédeEw sudrupe tots eit8egw where, on his own tcrms, he should 
have said cuvévupe. At any rate, mutatis mutandis, this Aristotelian for- 
mulation is very much what he wants, and indeed very much what 
Plato means. 

The Forms of Knowledge and Truth (134a), like those of Mastership 
and Slavery, Proclus presents as structuring principles (944-946): 


Knowledge makes all things Therc intellectual, for this Knowl- 
edge is the eternal and uniform intelligising of the eternal; (Truth) 
makes them intelligible, for the light of Truth, being intelligible, 
gives them a share of its intclligible power. (944.24-29) 


In the course of discussing the nature of knowledge at our level (the 
problem of the connection of the two levels of knowledge and truth he 
does not regard as a question worth dwelling on), he makes the inter- 
esting point (947.21ff.) that, while there is a Form of Knowledge in 
general, we must not postulate Forms of particular branches of knowl- 
edge (émorriuon) or skills (réxvet), such as cookery, perhaps, or car- 
pentry, since they concern themselves with products of this world, and 
are thus in the position of accidental attributes (cv~BeBnxdta), of which 
there can be no ideal archetype. The Form of Knowledge, then, as op- 
erating in this realm, is really the concept of Knowledge or Skill, that 
characteristic which makes it an epist@mé or techné. This, again, clears 
some of the undergrowth from the realm of Forms. 

Under the lemma 134bc, we learn (950.39ff.) that Beauty and Good- 
ness are also to be seen as structuring principles of the various levels of 
Form. Goodness confers perfection and self-sufficiency on cach Form, 
while Beauty ensures that they are objects of love to the entities below 
them (on the same “‘chain’’), and thus provokes epistrophé. Proclus re- 
gards us, we must remember, as having ascendcd, in this last Parmen- 
idean argument, to the contemplation of the intelligible-intellectual, or 
median, level of Forms, which is stil] above the range of our knowl- 
edge in any direct sense. We now, with the next lemma, 134c, ascend 
to the intelligible Forms proper, and the arguments of Parmenides 
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which are false and aporetic at lower levels now become true at this 
highest level. We cannot know the intelligible Forms, and they do not 
directly take cognisance of us, though the physical universe is still indi- 
rectly the product of their providence (952.26ff.). However, Parmen- 
ides’ apparent assault here on the concept of Providence leads Proclus 
to a discourse on that subject (953-960). 

First, he sees Parmenides’ argument as an attack on the two false po- 
sitions concerning the relationship of the divine to the physical world, 
represented respectively by the Stoics and the Peripatetics (954.20ff), 
the former making God immanent in his creation, the latter exempting 
him from any active care for it, on the grounds that his only proper ob- 
ject of knowledge is himself, and that it would be unseemly for God to 
be bothered with the flux of sensible particulars, and impossible for 
him to have knowledge of contingent events. 

The various problems about Providence Proclus dealt with later in 
his career in a special monograph On the Ten Problems about Providence 
(presumably later, or hc would have referred us to it here), but he gives 
us a brief account of his position now. God can know inferior levels of 
creation in a manner proper to himself (957. 18ff.): 


What is thre astonishing, then, in the fact that God knows every- 
thing according to his nature, divided things in an undivided way, 
things that come into being ctcrnally, and partial things univer- 
sally, and, in a word, in a different manner than is the nature of 
each of the things in question, and along with such knowledge he 
has control over the production of all things, and by the very fact 
of knowing all things with simple and unificd knowledge, he be- 
stows upon each their cxistence and their coming into existence. 
(cf. ET, prop. 124) 


In this connection, Proclus produces a theory of cognition which is 
an interesting development on Aristotle’s doctrine of the ‘common 
sense’ in De Anima Ill. He postulates as prior to the koiné aisthésis, 
which compares the evidence of the individual senscs, and apprehends 
properties common to more than one sense, a unitary principle of the 
soul (&v rhs Yuxs, 958.1), which can be conscious of its various intel- 
Icctual activities as well as of its sense-perceptions, and say “It is J who. 
am doing this.”” This is not at all the mystical faculty of the soul which 
is clsewhere termed the One of the Soul, but simply consciousness as + 
synoptic principle. He only introduces it to illustrate the possibility of 
the unitary knowledge of God, which can have consciousness of the 
physical world without having sense-organs, or being spatially ex 
tended itself. 

We may note also, at 966.10ff., a criticism of Aristotle’s doctrine of 
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God’s self-knowledge which seems well taken: if God knows himself, 
he must know himself as object of desirc for all things; ifhe knows that, 
he must have knowledge of all the things which desire him, ‘‘since 
someone who knows definitely onc side of a relation cannot not also 
know the other side.” Aristotle would presumably deny that God 
knows that he is an object of desire; he just contemplates himself, and is 
an object of desire. But Proclus has a point: must not God know every- 
thing about himself, and does not everything include, in a way, the 
whole universe? 

He ends the whole section on the difficulties about the Forms with a 
triumphant recapitulation of the various levels of Form (969-970), list- 
ing eight different levels, from the primal, intelligible Forms down to 
the forms-in-matter, each of which, he declares, contributes some 
characteristic to all the lowcr forms which proceed from it, down to the 
lowest form in the sensc-world. It is a suitable climax to an intellectual 
tour de force which has transformed Parmenides’ series of destructive ar- 
guments into a maicutic revelation of the truth about the whole struc- 
ture of the realm of Forms, at every level. 

The passage 134c8-135b2 Proclus takes as a suitable conclusion to 
Book IV, since here Parmenides appears to indicate to Socrates that he 
has been trying to educate him to the true nature of the Forms, and 
watning him against overhasty conclusions about them, and his exe- 
gesis of the four lemmata into which he divides this section brings this 
out, with his usual attention to telltale details of the text. Most remark- 
able, perhaps, is his discerning of three stages of uncertainty adum- 
brated by Parmenides in the passage 135a3-5 (see n. 111 below). The 
general message, for Proclus, is that “it is not possible for the compre- 
hension of intelligible things to arise in natures not suited to it, nor will 
it ever be the case that those things which have their being and their scat 
in purc Intellect will become manifest to those who have not purified 
their minds, if indeed it is true that in all cases like is comprchensible by 
like” (975.31-37). 
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“Then tell me this: you say you think there exist certain Forms in which 
these other things here participate and so carry their designations?” (130c) 


Since Socrates in his discussion with Zeno has said that Forms exist 
and that things here participate in them, and has advanced to the con- 
cept of the community of Forms through their participation with 
things here, some persons have at once concluded that Parmenides, as 
if warding off Socrates and his criticism of Zeno, takes a stand against 
both these notions of Socrates, that is, against the existence of Forms 
and against the process of participation. For in the preceding discus- 
sions Parmenides has contestcd the assertion that there are Forms, and 
in what follows will contend that scnse objects do not participate in 
them, almost saying in plain words that even if we grant the existence 
and being of Forms, participation in them is impossible. Conse- 
quently, it is neither true that Forms cxist nor, if they did, that sensible 
things participate in them. This is what they have thought: that is, in 
the preceding discussion Parmenides has at least shown that Forms do 
not cxist; (if there arc Forms, there must be Forms of all things)! but 
there are not Forms of all things, as Socrates himself admits; hence 
there are no Forms. This, they say, is the point of the reproof that Par- 
menides addresses to Socrates, when he shows that we cannot allow 
some things to be produced from above and others by chance, but must 
derive them all from the Forms, if thcy exist. But about this reproof we 
have expressed our opinion in the preccding comment; and as to the 
handling of the argument as a whole all we have to say is® that Parmen- 
ides' words arc designed to develop Socrates’ notions, to organise and 
push them further, praising the natural soundness of his convictions, 
while perfecting what is incomplete in them and articulating what is 
confused. Of the four problems connected with the theory of Forms, 
as we have distinguished them, he has not dealt with the question of 


' Added from Latn translation. 2 Reading zotré dam for rovz0 waar of MSS. 
2 Reading togoiror for rogoirav. 
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their existence, since he acccpts this hypothesis; but regarding the 
range of things that have Forms he questions him judicially, trying to 
learn whether he makes all things depend on ideal causes, or whether 
he realizes there is another cause superior to the Forms; and the reproof, 
as we said, looks to this first cause. What he does, then, is to move 
downwards from the most universal through the more particular and 
atomic kinds of being, and finally coming to those that arc not consti- 
tuted in accordance with an intellectual Form, but arc still derived from 
the monad ofall things existent. Having thus gone from the highest to 
the lowest class of beings and made them all dependent upon the pater- 
nal cause, thus perfecting Socrates’ notion about them, he goes on to 
the third problem, the problem of participation, using now the method 
of midwifery in an opposite way; for while his argument throughout is 
maieutic, not contentious, paternal,‘ not defensive, yet it differs in that 
‘at first it proceeds downwards to the lowest ranks of being, while later 
it advances from below to the arguments appropriate to divine causes, 
in both of thesc ways bringing Socrates to perfect understanding and 
leading him upwards by articulating the notions he has of them. 

Such, then, as I have said, is this method of argument, cliciting our 
spontancous ideas and making them articulate when they are incom- 
plete. It educates those who are capable of following its leading, truly 
imitating the paternal cause which, from the summit of the constitu- 
tion of things, preserves, perfects, and draws upwards all things by 
means of its unknowable powers. 

We must now turn oncc again to look at the subject matter of the 
text, and say what we think this participation is and how it comes 
about, and afterwards cxamine the words of Plato. But first I will say 
by way of preface, that here too, as when we discussed the unity and 
differentiation of the Forms, we are investigating the manner of its oc- 
currence. That there is participation in the Ideas, if thcy exist, we 
should all admit, but we are in doubt how things participate in them. 
This is what Parmenides is investigating here, just as Socrates in the 
preceding passage was puzzled to know how Ideas can be separated and 
at the same time joined together, if they are indecd simple and not like 
visible things, in which union and differentiation are easily accepted by 
everyone. Now after these preliminarics, let us turn to the problem be- 
fore us. 

Let us say, then, that participation in intellectual Ideas is like reflec- 
tion in a mirror. Just as in this case the shape and relative positions of 
its parts cause an image of the countenance to be seen on the surface of 


be The teading meepacrixés (Cod. Harl.), rather than warpuxds, is tempting, but not at- 
tested in Latin (paternalis), and is not necessary. 
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the mirror, so receptive matter, holding itself up, so to speak, before 
the Demiurge and the artifice> of his mind, is filled with Ideas from 
him. Again let us say that participation is like an impression made by a 
seal upon wax; for the scal, I mean the Idea, leaves a trace and an 
impression of itself; and this impression is not the same as the seal that 
made it, just as the cnmattcred species is not identical with the divine 
and immaterial Idea. This analogy differs from the preceding one in 
that it implics a certain passive modification in the recipient of the 
impression; the mirror in the other example suffers no perceptible ef- 
fect, as the wax does in this. Hence those who wish to keep matter im- 
passive as it participates in the Forms‘ liken it to a mirror and call the 
forms in it images or reflections, while those who think matter is af- 
fected in the process’say it is shaped like a wax under a seal, and call the. 
forms statcs of the matter. The former look to prime matter when 
keeping it impassive. Since prime matter is simple, it would disappear 
if it suffered an effect, for what is simple cannot have one part of itself 
affected and a different part remain unchanged. The othcrs look to its 
bodily character, for this is moulded by the qualities which are bodily. 
But we might also say that the products of participation are somewhat 
like the images (eikones) made by the art of painting, or sculpture, or 
some other technique. For it is by divine craftsmanship that things here 
are shaped into likenesses of the divine Ideas, and this is why the whole 
sensible cosmos is called a likeness (e#k6n) of the intelligible (Tim. 92c). 
This analogy is superior to the former kinds in that it distinguishes the 
maker from the pattern, whereas they take these two factors as one. 

But those who are lovers of the vision of reality must recognise that 
each of these descriptions is imperfect by itself and taken alone is inca- 
pable of presenting to our thoughts the whole truth about participa- 
tion. In the first place, you see that the action of the mirror requires an 
extended surface in which the image is produced, hence a reflection of 
this sort cannot appear in an unextended medium. Again, the subject 
itself faces the mirror, whercas the intelligible cause turns upon itself 
and does not look outwards. And even if the mirror receives only an 
apparent, not a real, transmission of something (for the reflections of 
the rays of light come back to the subject himself, as those would say 
who belicve that no image is emitted by those who look into a mir- 
ror),® is is surely clear that this type of occurrence is quite different 
from participation in the Forms, for even if an image is really in the 

3 IIdpos, with reference, presumably, to Symp. 203b-d. 

© E.g. Plotinus Enn. Ill, 6.7-13. 

7 E.g. Plutarch De is. 373ab (seal on wax); Arius Didymus, ap. Euseb. PE XJ, 23.2-6 


(Fr. 1 Diels); Aibinus, Did., ch. 12. 
8 Cf. perhaps Plotinus Enn. LV, 5.7.44~46. 


212 


84 


842 


COMMENTARY 


mirror, yet effluences from the face come onto the mirror, which is not 
ptoper for the Forms, since no part of them is parcelled off to proceed 
to things here, nor do they emit effluences, since they are bodiless and 
indivisible. 

The second analogy, the impression produced by a seal, fits the Stoic 
hypotheses asserting that the maker acts and the recipient is affected in 
a bodily way; they require pushing, resistance, and reaction, othcrwise 
an impression does not occur. The agent must press, the wax must re- 
sist, and this is how the mark of the seal is produced. Furthermore, the 
agent is external and the wax suffers an effect produced from without, 
whereas the Form enters into the whole of its subject and acts upon it 
from within (for nature shapes the body internally, not externally as an 
artisan does). And, finally, the factor that is participated comes into 
contact with the thing that participates, whereas the Forms must be in- 
dependent of everything and be mixed with nothing else. Also, if the 
seal should receive a trace from the wax, it would be far from resem- 


‘bling the Forms, whose being is undefiled by taking on anything alien. 


Thirdly,. as regards the analogy drawn from images, surely we see 
that it, too, operates only on the surface, whereas Forms shape their 
substrata in their entirety and from within; and prior to these consid- 
erations, it has the pattern and the maker existing separately. The 
model does not generate its own likeness, nor the maker produce a 
product like himself, whereas the divine Forms are at once patterns and 
creators of their likenesses. They are not like the makers of wax dolls,° 
they have a being that is efficacious and a power that likens secondary 
things to themselves. 

As1 said, then, all of these—reflections, impressions, replicas—are to 
be mentioned primarily as aids to the less advanced students, in order 
to indicate through them all that it is through likeness to the Forms that 
specific kinds are constituted (for there is one feature that appcars in 
them all, the operation of likeness). But we must realize that none of 
these analogies has any scientific value, nor do all of them together ad- 
equately grasp the true nature of participation in the divine Forms. This 
seems to be the reason why Plato sometimes calls the products of Ideas 
portraits and likens them to paintings, sometimes impressions, and 
sometimes images. In the Timaeus he says that God “‘paintcd” the uni- 
verse in the shape of a dodecahedron (55c), and that the Receptacle re- 
ceives “impressions” from the Ideas (52b), and in the Sophist that the 
not-teally real is an “image” (240b). This suggests that none of these 
analogies is capable of catching the real nature of the process of partic~ 


* CE Plotinus Enn. I, 8.2. 
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ipation, though each expresses a different aspect of it.” But perhaps if 
we could discover the authentic manner in which participation occurs, 
we should see how each of these analogies approaches the truth, 
though failing to convey its full character. 

Accordingly we must affirm that the cause of this participation is, on 
the one hand, the efficacious power of the primordial divine Forms 
themselves, and on the other hand the appetency of the beings that are 
shaped in accordance with them and that participate in the formative 
activity that proceeds from them. For the creative action of the Forms 
is not alone sufficient to bring about participation; at all events, though 
these Forms are everywhere to the same degree, not all things partici- 
pate alike in them; nor is the appetency of the beings that participate 
adequate without their creative activity. For desire by itself is imper- 
fect; it is the perfect generating factors that lead in the form-giving 
process. Thosc, then, who make Intellect a final but not an efficient 
cause! possess only half the truth; for they give appetency to sensible 
things, but have deprived the divine factor of its creative power and left 
the production of sense objects to chance. Whence do these sensibles 
get their appetency if not from the source of their being and existence? 
And how could they have a desire for an uncreative principle that nei- 
ther gives nor is capable of giving them anything. And those who make 
the divine principle generative but leave objects without a desire for 
it,!? have a doctrine that is incomplete and absurd in another way. First 
of all, every creative agent works upon what is by nature susceptible to 
its action, that is, upon what is capable of receiving its action, so that 
when the Demiurge will create something of a given character, the 
subject that is fitted to receive it, whatever the character may be, by its 
very aptitude presents itsclf as a collaborator with the agent that can 
create; and it does so through its desire, for its approach is caused by 
desire for what it is moving towards. Furthermore, all things would be 
alike if each thing came to be according to the divine creativity alone. 
For since that creativity is always the same and present to all things, un- 
less there were a difference in the aptitudes of the subjects how could 
we explain their variety and the fact that some things always participate 
in the same way and others sometimes in one way, sometimes in an- 
other? It must be that some things possess a substratum such that it al- 
ways holds the Forms and is susceptible to its creative action, and 
others sometimes an aptitude for participating in the Form and at other 
times for participating in its contrary. For since it is potentially every- 
thing, but actually nothing, and since it is filled with the indefiniteness 

© Reading adAov 8é dAdo 7 tapwrtavtos adbrijs. 

1 The Peripatetics. Cf, In Tim. 1, 266.28ff. 

® Presumably the Stoics, Matcer for them being purcly passive. 
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of the more-or-less, it accepts different reason-principles at different 
times, for although it desires to enjoy them all, it is not able to partake 
of them all at the same time. Consequently, we must affirm that the 
cause of the form-giving activity is not only the generating power of 
the demiurgic intellect, but also the appetency of its substrata and their 
varying aptitudes. The former is the active cause, the substratum-na- 
ture the passive; and the former acts not by physical impact, for it is 
bodiless, nor by unbounded impulses like us, for it is impassive, nor by 
acts of deliberation, ' for it is perfect, but by its very being itself. So the 
thing that comes to be is a likeness of its creator, thinking in that realm 
being bound up with essence; hence as he thinks he makes, and as he 
makes he thinks, and he is always doing both. For this reason the thing 
that comes to be always comes to be from thought, for the being being 
made is everywhere together with its maker. Hence even in things that 
come to be in time the Form appears instantaneously, the creative ac- 
tions preceding its appearance serving only to remove the obstacles to 
its appearance. For the removal of obstacles {takes time, but the ap- 
pearance (of Form) occurs)" in an instant, imitating in this the eternal 
genesis of all things at once through the principle of aptitude for recep- 
tion.5 
What is the source of this receptivity and how does it come about? 
This. is the next question to be considered. Shall we not say that it 
comes from the paternal and creative cause? The whole of nature that 
is subject to the work of the Demiurge was produced, if we may rely 
upon those who are expert in divine matters,'® by the intelligible Fa- 
ther, whocver this is. Upon this naturc another Father who is also Cre- 
ator cast reflections of himself; and the Creator who is also a Father or- 
dered it as a whole; and the Creator alone filled it up with particulars 
by means of his craftsmanship. From these four causes appears first the 
matter which is prior to all form-giving activity, described in the Ti- 
maeus (51a) as a shapeless kind which is a universal receptacle; second, 
something that has received traces of the Forms but is disordered and 
inharmonious; third, the cosmos as a whole, composed of wholes in 
accordance with the unique and universal paradigm; and last the cos- 
mos provided with all the living beings—the different causes produc- 
9) Reading Bovdais, with mss B and C, for Cousin’s Bodais (Latin consiliis). 
area ‘a lacuna after ééaipsors, e.g. (kad xpévov, 1) 58 mapovgia) Koté TO viv 
5 ne princi intédeioté i ; : 
S125, LDR Toate exe Teeseckes ch ET, props. 99, 71 In Tim 1, 
‘6 What follows reproduces Syrianus, who is no doubt himself influenced by Nume- 
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ing all these creatures, (both immortal) and mortal," prior to the cos 
mos as a whole. But what these causes are we must learn from the 
family of the theologians. We ought not then to wonder whence come 
these various aptitudes. For the things in this world that seem to be rel- 
atively permanent are the products of more sovereign powers in the in- 
tellectual world that because of their indescribable plenitude of being 
are able to penetrate to the lowest grades of existence, '® and the things 
here imitate in the indefinitencss of their own nature the ineffable being 
of those highcr powers. The substratum therefore possesses their re- 
flections, I mcan the one substratum as well as the many and diverse 
kinds of receptivity by which the things hcre are disposed towards de- 
sire of the Forms, and of the rich plenitude of the demiurgic reason- 
principles and their texture. Being endowed with these aptitudes, the 
substratum supports the visible cosmos and participates in the whole 
process of creation. 

If, again, we ask to know the principle that unites the power of the 
Demiurge and the aptitude of the things subject to it, we shall find that 
the Good itse]fis the cause of all unification. It is through desire for the 
Good that the recipients advance to reccive the cosmic causes, and it is 
the good that causes the demiurgic forms to makc their procession into 
secondary things, imitating the source of all good which gave existence 
to all the ranks of divinc beings because of its own goodness, if this lan- 
guage be permitted. Thus we have three causes of participation in 
forms:'® the unitary Goodness, the demiurgic power of the Forms, and 
the aptitude of the beings that receive illuminations from above. 

Now since participation is brought about by thesc three causes, we: 
see how it is possible to liken it to reflections in a mirror; for the fitness 
and the appetency that things derive from above cause them to tum 
back to those higher realities. Again in another way it is like the 
impression made by a seal, for the effective power of the causes endows 
things with traces of the Forms, visible impressions of the invisible 
causes. And thirdly, in turn, it resembles the making of replicas, for we 
said that the demiurgic causc binds together the invisible and the visible 
clements.” This is what the maker of a likeness does, i.¢. he brings the 
material and the pattern togethcr. And in actualising the material he 
places in it the figure that resembles the Form. These analogies, there- 
fore, touch the truth in part. But it is not surprising that no one of them 


7 Reading zavra (&0dvaTd) te Kai Ont. But the word order is still strange. rat 
(1.29) secs out of place. 
'* For a statement of the principle of the greater extent of superior powers, cf. ET, 
rop. 57. 
: Putting a comma after ray etéav. Cousin’s supplement (ris ray dryalav ndvroy 
ays) seems unnecessary. 
2" Cf. 840 above. 
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is capable of apprchending all that is involved in participation, for the 
things described are divisible and perceptible and the peculiar character 
of the invisible and divine causcs is beyond their grasp. We must be 
content if we can even indicate how it is through the power of descrip- 
tion. Since, as we have often reminded ourselves, secondary things are 
always dependent on the beings above them, it is clear that we shall 
make the heavenly bodies dependent on the divine Forms and say they 
receive the whole of their formation from that source, whereas mortal 
beings are dependent also upon the heavenly bodies and reccive thence 
much variety in their modes of generation. Thus the cosmos as a whole 
has received its entire visible order from the Forms as a whole and the 
single Form that holds together all things in it. 

So much for this. But since it has become customary to speak of 
three modes of participation, by impression, by reflection, and by like- 
ness (the wax, for example, partakes of the form impressed on it by the 
seal; water receives reflections from visible things, images that appear 
to be some particular thing but have no being at all; and thirdly the 
waxen figure or the painting is a likeness of Socrates), and since it is 
obvious how these modes differ from onc another, a very ingenious 
person”! has said that participation occurs in all these ways. Sensc-ob- 
jects participate in forms by way of impression, but only in the forms 
presented by nature, for these reason-principles act somewhat like scals 
when they descend into things. And they receive reflections of the 
Forms, but only of the forms on the level of Soul, so that they become 
semblances of souls animated by them with clearer living powers. And 
they are likenesses when they are made to resemble intellectual Forms, 
as.in the Timaeus (92c) the visible animal is said to be a likeness of the 
intelligible. Hence, he says, things are likenesses of intellectual Forms, 
teflections of the soul-forms, and imprints of the physical forms. 

These distinctions seem to me ingenious, especially since we can 
often observe the three kinds of participation interwoven with each 
other. The body of a good and wise man, for example, appears itself 
handsome and attractive because it participates dircctly in the beauty of 
nature and has its bodily shape moulded by it, and by receiving reflec- 
tions from the beauty of soul it carrics a trace of ideal beauty, the soul 
serving as connecting term between his own lowest beauty and Beauty 
Itself. So that the reflection reveals this species of soul as being wise, or 
courageous, or noble or a likeness of some other virtue. And the ani- 
mated statue, for example, participates by way of impression in thc art 
which rurms it on a lathe and polishes and shapes it in such and such a 

4 Since Amelius is referred to at In Tim. 76.26 as 6 yevvaios “Auedos, Cousin, with 


some plausibility, suggests him. Certainly the tone of the reference is mildly ironic, 
which would accord with Proclus’ general attitude to Amelius. 
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fashion; while from the universe it has received reflections of vitality 
which even cause us to say that it is alive; and as a whole it has been 
made like the god whosc image it is. For a theurgist who sets up a statue 
as a likeness of a certain divine order fabricates the tokens of its identity 
with reference to that order, acting as does the craftsman when he 
makes a likeness by looking to its proper model.” 

But perhaps it is better and more in accord with theology not to 
make these distinctions, but to say that sense objects simultaneously 
partake of intellectual Forms as present to them, receive reflections of 
them, and resemble them as images. For Plato in this very passage says 
simply that things here “participate in the Forms,” as if the primary 
Forms were participated in all these ways by sense-objects. There are 
three intermediate ranks of gods, the cosmic gods, the gods independ- 
ent of the cosmos, and the leader-gods.% Through the rank of the 
cosmic gods things in this world partake of the Forms by way of 
impression, for these gods are most directly their supervisors. 
Through the independent gods they get reflections of the Forms, for 
these gods are in some respects in contact with things here and in some 
respects not,”* but because of their transcendent powers they can pro- 
vide sensible things with appearances of the primary Forms. And 
through the assimilative gods (these are what I have called the leader- 
gods) sensibles are made like thc intellectual realm. Consequently, it is 
through the single demiurgic source and cause that impressions, reflec- 
tions, and likenesses come to be, and through its all-perfecting good- 
ness. 

So much for a summary statement on these matters. Now we must 
return to the text, and by the aid of what we have said try to bring cach 
part of it into accord with what we have just said.* Let us begin, then, 
as follows. The phrase “you think’”’ calls forth Socrates’ opinion and 
stirs him up to have a look at it himself; for by concentrating more 
closely on this hypothesis of Ideas, he has made his grasp of it more 
perfect. ‘‘As you say” are the words of one who is arguing froma com- 
mon ground with his adversary; his purpose here is not to dislodge 
Socrates from his theoretical positions, but to find proofs consistent 
with their common starting points. It is midwifery, not refutation, as 


~ For other references to theurgic consccration of statues, cf. In Tim. II, 6.816, and 
155. 18ff. 

23 For the class of deot yeusves or Hryeporixoi, sec In Tim. I, 114.13, 141.1: UI, 262.66. 
and PT VI, 1-14, For the &donownxh Sbvayus of these gods, cf. In Tim. I, 1.146, 
227.6ff. For the diroAvro. deot see PT VI, 15-24. 

2* Cf, Parm. 148d5-149d7, and PT VI, 24, where these gods are discussed as “hypef- 
cosmic-encosmic’”. 

25 Reading zpooPiPalecy (rots) eipnuévors. 
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we have frequently mentioned before.” “There exist certain Ideas” re- 
peats what they had said before, meaning that there are Ideas of some 
things and not of others, and not of everything that is caused by the 
One; for the One is cause of more things than Being is. In the phrase 
“these other things,” “these things” indicates that sensible particulars 
are meant, and “‘other” that they are distinct from the Forms; for they 
have descended far from the principles from which they started. From 
the universality of these principles they have ended in particularity, and 
from the unity of the Forms they have reached the extreme of diversity 
and dispersion. For in this world we have Empedocles’ Strife and the 
war of gods and giants; but up there are Friendship and unity and the 
goddess that unifies all things. 

Finally, the statement that the Forms have given their names as well 
as their being to the things in this world is a remark of genius and well 
worthy of Platonic principles. Those who think that names exist only 
by convention make the multitude responsible for conventional usage 
and assert that names have their origin in perceptible things; for these, 
being before everybody’s eyes, are the first to have received specific 
names, and from them, by the use of certain analogies, the wiscr men 
set names for invisible realities. Thus if they should call God an cternal 
living being, and ‘“‘living bcing’’ denotes the perceptible being, then 
this sensible thing will have the name primarily, and God will have it 
derivatively, as a result of our transfcrring the name to him by analogy, 
and it will not matter whcther we call God “living being’’ or by any 
other name that we choose to put upon him, even as a certain man once 
imposed upon his slaves the names of certain conjunctions. But those 
who think that names havea natural origin?” say some names are suited 
for some things, and others for others. Each name carrics a likeness of 
the object to which it is applied; i.c. the properties of its component 
parts and their number and particular combination, they think, make 
the name an image of the “accident,” that is, the object.8 They there- 
fore would entrust the finding of names to the wise, as Socrates says in 
the Cratylus (390d) when he puts names under the authority of the di- 
alectician, and makes each name refer primarily to an immaterial form 
and secondarily to sensible things. Since they are presumed to be wise 
and to enjoy the benefits of dialectic, they must know that immaterial 
forms are more precisely what they are than enmattered and visible 


% Eg. 838.25. 

7 A large lacuna here in the Greek MSS, filled from the Latin translation. The man 
teferred to as giving his slaves the names of conjunctions is the philosopher Diodorus 
Cronus, cf. Megarica, frs. 111-113 Déring. : 

3 wvyyxdvor is the Stoic term for the external object denominated by the name, SVF 
Il, 166. The Stoics, therefore, are the school of thought hcre referred to, but later Platon- 
ists generally are in agreement with them. 
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things, and that it is more possible to know and name them than these. 
For example, what is here called “equal”’ is full of its contrary; so, not 
being purely cqual, how could it legitimately carry the designation 
“equal’’? Asif one called something fiery “‘fire,” when it does not retain 
the property of fire. Furthermore, even if you say “man,” the word 
does not strictly apply to the perceptible man. For the visible man is in 
many respects also not man. Obviously the parts in him of which he is 
composed are not each of them men. Therefore, although he is a man 
in onc sense, there are many senses in which he is not man. The Form 
‘man’ on the other hand, is not in one sense man and in another not- 
man, but has that character through and through; whatever part of it 
you take is man, just as every part of beauty is beautiful and every part 
of motion is motion. In short, nonce of the Forms is made up of its own 
opposite; Intellect is not composed of elements lacking intellect, nor 
Life of lifeless, nor Motion of motionless parts, nor Beauty of things 
not beautiful; so that neither is Man composed of not-men, nor any 
other Form of what is not such as it is. For it would be a compound 
with its character added from without if it were made from things that 
are not of the sort that it itself is said to be and is. Thus we sce that the 
term “man” is correctly applicd to the intelligible Form, but not cor- 
rectly nor quite truly to the visible man. 

Consequently, if names are images in words of the objects to which 
they apply, they refer primarily to immatcrial Forms, and derivatively 
to sensible things, so that things in this world derive both their being 
and their designation from that world. This is what Plato says else- 
where as well as here, at the same time by using the term “designa- 
tions” (eponymiai) indicating that the names given to them are epithets, 
even as their being is a later attribution. Just as when one trics to give a 
dignified name to a humble object, the name does not mean the same 
thing to him when he applies it to an undignified object. For example, 
when we speak of man, i.e. use the term ‘‘man,” we use it in one sense 
as an image of the divine Form and in another sense when we refer to a 
visible man. Some persons have thought that Plato is using his terms 
synonymously, and others that he is using them homonymously,” 
when he uses the same names for intclligibles as for sensibles. My opin- 
ion is that he is using chem homonymously, though in a different way 
from that which they presuppose. For ‘“‘man”’ is not an ambiguous term 
in the sense of a bare name applied to two different things, but as being 
primarily a likeness of the intelligible reality, and secondarily of the 
sensible thing; for this reason man is not the same thing when we are 
speaking of thc intelligible as when we refer to the sensible man, In the 


» Le. “homonymously” and “‘synonymously” in the Aristotelian sense (Cat., ch. 1)- 
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one case it is a likeness of the divine object, in the other the likeness of 
the sensible individual. Suppose somcone had seen Athena herself such 
as she is portrayed by Homer: 


. . . the child of aegis-bearing Zcus 
Within her father’s threshold dropped her veil 
Of airy texture, work of her own hands, 
The cuirass donned of cloud-compelling Zeus 
And stood accoutred for the bloody fray. 
(Iliad V, 754-758) 


If, after encountcring this vision, a man should wish to paint a picture 
of the Athena he had seen and should do so; and another man who had 
seen the Athena of Phidias, presumably in the same posture, should 
also want to put her figure into a picture and should do so, their pic- 
tures would seem to superficial observers to differ not at all; but the one 
made by the artist who had scen the goddess will make a special 
impression, whereas that which copies the mental statue will carry 
only a frigid likeness, since it is the picture of a lifeless object. In the 
same way the word man, though applied to the two objects, is not in 
the same way a likeness of both; in the one case it is the likeness of a 
paradigm, in the other case the likeness of a likeness, the image of an 
image. Likewise Socrates in the Phaedrus expounds the meaning of the 
name love in one sense when he is looking at the divine Eros and calls 
him a winged being (pterdton, 252b), and in another scnse when he is 
looking at his likeness and says it is called erds because of the strength 
(thdmé) of its desire (238c). As their being is not the same, so also their 
names are different; and as being belongs to the less authentic by deri- 
vation from the more genuine instance, so also the names of secondary 
thing's come from the beings prior to them. For in general, since we use 
names because we want to indicate distinctions in thought between 
things, and distinction and unmixed purity are proper to the higher 
realm,» the names we use will be suitable primarily to Forms, not to 
things that contain a considerable mixture of opposite qualities, such as 
white with black, equal with unequal, and the like. And if we suppose 
that the multitude, and not the wise, are the legislators of names, Plato 
would say of them as of those persons in the Gorgias (467aff.) who ‘‘do 
what they like,” that they assign names as secms best to them, not as 
they really wish. For when, having in mind simply the notion of equal- 
ity, they call this particular thing equal in the primary sense, and apply 
this designation to it, they may think they are naming it, but arc really 
being diverted to the primary equality, for that alonc is equal, while the 
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particular thing here is both equal and uncqual.>! It is clear from all this 
that names refer primarily to intelligible Ideas, and that sense-objects 
get their names, together with their being, from that source. But we 
must recognise that what has been said is about the names that our 
mind is able to consider. There are many grades of names, as of knowl- 
edge. Somc are called divine, the names by which the inferior gods des~ 
ignate the beings above them; some angelic, the names by which the 
angels designate themselves and the gods; some are demonic, and some 
human. And some are namcs we too can utter, others are unutterable. 
In short, as the Cratylus has taught us (391c), and before it divinely in- 
spired tradition, both knowledge and name-giving among the gods 
transcends ours. 


“For example, things become like by partaking of Likeness, and great by 
partaking of Greatness, and just or beautiful by partaking of Justice or 
Beauty?” “Exactly ,’’ said Socrates. (131a) 


Of Likeness we said carlier (848 above) that its peculiar function is to 
render secondary things like primary ones and to be the single tie that 
holds all things together. Hence it is not simply an accidental attribute 
of things here, but the factor that perfects the being of each, for perfec- 
tion comes to each when it becomes like its intelligible Form. As the 
aim of Soul is likeness to Intellect, so the good for all things sensible is 
likeness to the intelligible and divinc Forms. Whence, then, comes this 
common and perfecting element if not from intelligible Likeness? Or, 
if you prefer, whence comes the factor that fills up their being? For the 
being of cach thing is defined by this, I mean by its likeness to intelli- 
gibles, and it is through being like its Idea that each thing is what it 
really is. 

About Greatness all lovers of truth should know that it is not merely 
the cause of extendedness. It is not magnitude in the sense in which the 
geometcrs use the term, for they call magnitude whatever is extended 
in any way, whether we take a line, or a plane, ora solid. But itis not 
Plato’s custom to call Greatness the cause of magnitude in general; 
rather it is what gives preeminence to anything in its particular class. 
Soin the Phaedo he calls a thing great by reason of greatness (100c), and 
says it is by greatness that a thing becomes greater than another, while 
a thing becomes less than another by smallness. Yct what is less has a 
certain extension and would possess magnitude in the geometrical 
sense. But Greatness is not a principle of this sort; rather it is such 2 
principle as causes excellence and superior quality in all grades of being, 
from the gods to thc lowest. Thus in the Phaedrus he calls Zeus a ‘great 


* Reading éxeivo 88 pdvws igor, (z0br0 5 xaticov) Kai dverow (West.). 


222 


855 


COMMENTARY 


leader” (246e), meaning that he excels other leaders, as being preemi- 
nent over them in the qualitics of leadership. And in the Symposium he 
calls Eros a “‘great daemon” (202d), as possessing the height of dae- 
monic qualities. And if we are used to calling some people great-souled 
or great-minded, greatness must be in souls in a manner appropriate to 
them; and also, in another sense, whenever applied to persons of su- 
perior accomplishments (megalourgoi) or style (megaloprepeis). This is 
why in the Republic (VI, 487a) Socrates ascribes the quality of grandeur 
(megaloprepes) to the philosophic natute, since it is striving for clevation 
and greatness. And if, as Socrates says in the Phaedo, onc body is 
greater or excels another because of greatness, in such a case “great” is 
relative to the quality characteristic of that grade of being. The range of 
Greatness therefore extends from the highest to the lowest beings. 
Among the gods it is unitary greatness, that is, it is considered as pre- 
eminence in unity; among the dacmons it is dynamic greatness, that is, 
as superiority in power, for powcr is characteristic of daemons and the 
great among them are the more powerful; in souls it is vital greatness, 
for in them the greater is what represents the higher type of life; and in 
bodies it is superiority in extension. Thus whether it is preeminence in 
unity, or in power, or in level of life, or only in quantity and extension, 
Greatness everywhere presents the same character. If, then, this is com- 
mon and universal, it has a predominant cause which is intellectual. 

Similarly Beauty dispenses symmetry, unity, and the charm of per- 
fection to the Forms. It is what gives to souls the beauty they have, and 
casts a splendour upon bodies from its beautifying power, making 
them to bloom, as it werc, imposed upon the various species, making 
the rational clement dominant over the material causes. For the domi- 
nance of reason and Form is a condition of the presence of beauty, 
which is why the heavenly bodies are more beautiful than things here, 
for up there the Form perfectly controls the underlying nature. And in- 
telligible things are more beautiful than the heavenly bodies, for they 
are purely Forms. That, then, is the primary Beauty “gleaming most 
brightly” (Phaedr. 250d), and Beauty in the true sense. For beauty here 
is mixed with ugliness. As Matter partakes of beauty through the 
Form, so Form is filled with uglincss through Matter, which is ugly 
and lacking in beauty. 

OffJustice, finally, let us say that it is the cause of the Forms perform- 
ing their proper functions; for by justice each remains in its own station 
and does what is incumbent upon it. Greatness does not make small, 
nor smallness confer preeminence, nor does likeness separate deriva- 
tives from primary beings, nor unlikeness bring together and unite; but 
each of the Forms discharges its own function, carrics on its own activ- 
ity, reflects upon itself, and belongs to itself. Not only among the in- 
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tclligibles is this the casc; in the heavens also each of the powers does its 
appointed task, as Socrates says in the Phaedrus (247a). And in ourselves 
justice is present when cach part of us maintains the activity and the 
form appropriate to it, and likewise in the statc. Justicc, therefore, 
which brings life and the Forms to perfection, is common and univer- 
sal. Consequently above justice here there is a single intellectual image 
according to which all just things are said to be and are just. 


“Therefore does not every thing that participates participate in either the 
whole or a part of the Form? Or could there be some way of participation 
other than these?” “How could there be?” he replied. (131a) 


About both the previous argument and this one now bcfore us I ob- 
serve the same difference of opinion among the interpreters. In each 
case those who accept the major premise attack the minor, and those 
who accept the minor reject the major.** The carlicr argument thcy 
state somewhat as follows: if there arc Forms, there are Forms of all 
things; but there are not Forms of all things, as you (Socrates), admit, 
hence there are no Forms. Those who suppose there arc Forms of all 
things accept the major, but reject the minor premise, and thercfore say 
that Socrates is justly rebuked for not positing Forms of all things. 
They accept Parmenides and regard Socrates’ caution as invalid. -The 
others take the opposite position; they welcome the minor premise, 
and discredit the major as incorrect. That is, it is false to say that if 
Forms exist there are Forms of all things; but the minor premise, that 
there are not Forms of all things, is true. They accept quite readily the 
denial of Socrates and reject Parmenides’ reproof. We have explained 
above, however (838-839), how both Socrates’ denial is justified and 
Parmenides’ reproof inspired; and that the argument is not aimed at the 
refutation of Forms, but only at the explication of that second problem. 
Similarly in the present argument, which is concerned with the third 
problem—if a sensible thing participates in a Form, it participates either 
in the whole or a part of it, but it cannot participate either in the whole 
or in the part, hence it does not participatc—in this argument the one 
party accepts the major and denies the minor premise, while the other 
party docs the reverse. The former say it is true that if something here 
participates in a Form it participates cither in the whole or in a part of 
it (there is no middle ground between whole and part, since what is a 
part is for them not the whole); but the statement that it participates in 
ncither way is false, for it participates in the whole of it. How could the 
whole idea of Man fail to be present in each individual man? And the 


32 Proclus here uses the Stoic terms cuvnupévov and apéadmines, which it seemed best 
to render thus for the present purpose. 
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whole idea of Swan in swans, and similarly for all other Forms? The 
other party rejects the major but accepts the minor premise. That is, if 
a thing here participates in a form, it is either the whole Form or a part 
of it that is participated in—this is not sound, they say, for there is an 
alternative way of participation, But they regard as sound the premise 
that Forms are participated neither as wholes nor as parts, for they par- 
ticipate in neither of these, but in a different way. If this is the correct 
statement of their positions, both parties are alike opposed to Socrates 
and to Parmenides himself, the latter as being sophistical and the for- 
mer as being misled. And yet Parmenides admonishes Socrates not to 
look to the opinions of men but to the nature of things, so he obviously 
is not immediately thereafter going to lead Socrates astray from the 
truth by plausible arguments. Perhaps, then, it is better to say that the 
dialectic exercise connected with the second problem proceeds down- 
wards from the most universal Forms through the intermediate and di- 
vine atomic kinds, to end with the things whose nature is so weak and 
degenerate that they do not have a formal cause and are wrongly 
classed with the products of the Forms. So that in the third problem— 
how participation occurs—Parmenides is working back upwards from 
below, showing in what manner participation in the Forms comes 
about, and that we ought not to think of this participation as bodily or 
material or as taking place in any other way characteristic of realities of 
the second, third, or lower levels, but in a manner superior to them and 
appropriate to demiurgic and primary and immaterial Forms. For the 
modes of participation, I think, are many. Gods are said to participate 
in gods in one way, angels in gods in a different way, daemons in an- 
gels or gods in a third way, souls in daemons or angels or gods in still 
another way, and still otherwise do sense-objects participate in souls or 
higher beings and the gods themselves, and bodies in bodies. We must 
obviously, then, examine carefully in what way we should speak of 
participation in the case of Forms, if we are fully to solve the third 
problem. Above all we must consider whether participation in Idcas is 
bodily, that is, whether things here participate in Forms in the way that 
body participates in body. Bodily participation is naturally of two 
kinds: the body incorporates either the whole or a part of the body in 
which it participates. For example, when we are hungry we partake of 
the whole of the food we eat, for since it is the lesser quantity it can pass 
into the greater. And since we are formed from the elements as totali- 
tes, we partake of each of them in part. The fire in us comes from the 
universal firc, the water in us likewise from the universal watcr, and so 
with each of the other two elements. As Socrates says in the Philebus 
(2%e), we share in the universal elements, not they in us. So it is true 
that in bodily participation, the participant takes either the whole or a 
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part of what is participated; and if participation in Forms is neither in 
the wholes nor in the parts, participation in Forms is not bodily in char- 
acter. So the cxamination will shift to another kind of participation, 
and again to another, until we have disqualified all those that do not fit 
the participation in Forms that we are concerned with. This is why Par- 
menides here, to incite Socrates to a more adequate attack on the prob- 
lem, adds, ‘‘or whether there could be any way of participation other 
than thesc.”’ He is acting like a midwife, provoking him to a consider- 
ation of non-bodily participation; and Socrates, seeing the possibility 
of non-bodily participation, submits to the questioning and goes along 
with the refutation of the hypotheses. For it is shown that things here 
cannot participate in Forms cither wholly or partially, as bodies partic- 
ipate in other bodies. Participation is possible in another way, which 
will be made clear as we proceed. 


“Then do you think that the Form, being one, is as a whole in each of its 
many particulars, or what?” “What is to prevent it from being in them,» 
Parmenides?” said Socrates. ‘‘Then, while remaining one and the same, 
it will be, as a whole, in many separate things at the same time, and thus 
will be separate from itself.” (131a-b) 


Anyone who is not examining whole and part in the sense of bodily 
unity, but in a way appropriate to intelligible and immaterial Forms, 
will sce that things here participate, cach of them, in both the whole 
and a part of its Form. For since the relation of Forms to things is that 
of causes to their effects, and since nowhere do caused objects absorb 
the whole power of their causes, things do not partake of the whole of 
their Forms. For how could a thing of sensc receive the intelligible life 
and power of a Form? And how could the unity and indivisibility of a 
Form come to be in Matter? On the other hand, since these things pos- 
sess the property, say justice or beauty, by which ideal Justice and 
Beauty are characterized in their own nature, for this reason things 
could be said to partake of the whole, not the part. The specific char- 
acter of beauty is everywhere and in all beautiful things, but sometimes 
it is present in an intellectual and sometimes in a material fashion. And 
clearly the more perfect beings participate more fully than those that 
are more distant from perfection, the former by virtue of their more 
numerous and others by virtue of their fewer capacities. Bcauty itselfis 
an intellectual Form, possessed of life, and a cause of symmetry. Thus 
this Form that is productive of symmetry is present to every thing of 
beauty; for this is the property of Beauty itself, so that each beautiful 


33 Proclus reads éveivar here, for the gv zivas of the Plato MSS, so that this is not just 
a conjecture of Schleiermacher, as is commonly stated. 
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thing partakes in the whole of the property itself. Intelligence, how- 
ever, is not present to everything that is beautiful, but only to ensouled 
things, for the beauty in soul is intellectual** in nature, nor is life present 
to every beautiful thing, but only to the heavenly bodies and to any 
others of similar character in the world of generation. But the light of 
beauty is present also in gold and in certain stones. Thus some things 
partake of both intelligence and life, others of life without intelligence, 
still others of the property of bare beauty—the more immaterial being 
receiving more of its powers than do material things. Consequently, 
secondary things partake both of the whole and a part of their corre- 
sponding Forms. 

This is the proper answer for persons who are capable of seeing the 
bodiless being of Forms. But to those who think of participation as 
bodily, we can say that things here cannot partake of Forms either 
wholly or in part. This is what Parmenides proves to Socrates as he 
leads him to the discovery of the authentic mode of participation in 
Forms. And he shows first that things cannot partake of the whole of 
their Forms. Socrates himself first implies this, when he asks what is to 
prevent us from assuming it. But Parmenides refutes the assumption 
by pointing out that one and the same thing will be wholly in many 
separate things, and this is the extreme of absurdity. At the least there 
will be a separation of itself from itself. Consider this finger, for ex- 
ample, or anything else that is in something, whether as a bodily part 
or as a power: if it could be at the same time in several separate things, 
it would be separate from itself. A power, which resides in a subject, 
will belong to different subjects and thus be scparate from itself; it will 
be in two bodies, yet unable to exist apart from either of them. And a 
body which is wholly in this place cannot be in another. It cannot be 
denied that more than one body may be in the samc place, but for the 
same body to be in more than one place is impossible. Therefore it is 
impossible that a bodily whole be in more than one underlying sub- 
stratum. 

Notice the precision of his terms. He is not content to say “(every- 
where) one,” but adds ‘‘and the same”’; and that it “will be in many," 
and also “in many separate things”; that it will bein them ‘‘as a whole,” 
and also “at the same time.” For it could be in one thing in onc respect 
and in another in a different respect, but not in an identical respect. Or 
it could be identical in them if they are implicated in each other (as im- 
material and divine light may be both in air and in the place occupied 
by the air). Or again a part of itsclf, not the whole, could be in one 
thing and another part in another, these two parts being separate. Or 


* Reading voosdés, with Latin translation, for évoeedés of Greek MSS. 
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again it is possible that it be in different things at different times, but 
not simultaneously. He says also that it is ‘“‘one,”’ for it would be pos- 
sible for it to be in something not in this way, though if it is in itself, it 
can be everywhere and in all its particulars, alike. If you wish to see 
more esoterically the precise point here, examine Plato’s language and 
put the matter to yourself as follows. Since Forms exist primarily, as 
we learn from the Timaeus (31a), at the inferior limit among the intel- 
ligibles, clearly each of the primary forms is ‘“‘one,” “being,” and a 
“whole,” and as such can be identically present to many different 
things at the same time, but transcendently; so that a Form is both 
everywhere and nowhere, and being present to all its instances in a 
non-tempora] fashion is unmixed with them. Consequently, the addi- 
tion of the phrase “will be in chem,” which places the Form in a foun- 
dation alien to itself, makes nonsense of the whole doctrine, and so he 
adds “‘and thus it will be separated from itself.” For this cannot be said 
of the primary hypostases, since every divine being is in itself and pres- 
ent to other beings. And this is why they cannot be in many things, viz. 
that they arc not in themselves; for what is a part of one thing cannot 
become a part of another. Such is what Parmenides is saying. 

Socrates’ contribution is to try to resolve these difficulties; whether 
he does so rightly or wrongly will become clear as the argument pro- 
ceeds. Socrates will not object to the mode of participation, but will 
defend this same hypothesis, despite Parmenides’ frequent suggestions 
that he go further. In fact hc has made such a suggestion earlier when 
he asks, “or is there some other way of participation?” and in this later 
passage he adds ‘‘or how?” Such additions are not made idly, merely 
from dialectical custom, but are intended to move the thought of his 
patient in labour to a more satisfactory position. 


“Not,” he said, “at least if it is like day, which being one and the same, 
is in many places at once, but is not for that reason separated from itself— 
if, I say, it is like this, then each Form is the same and simultaneously 
present to all things.” (131b) 


Socrates here thinks he has found something that can be present to 
many separate things at the same time, viz. the day, which is present to 
all things under the same meridian, the same day, but simultaneously 
present to many different things. If you say further that the Good is 
analogous to the Sun, and the forms analogous to the day and its light 
(for they illuminate the darkness of Matter, and each of them is light, 
just as Matter is darkness) and its dependence on its own principle (even 
as they are dependent on the One), you could say that the likeness is 
very apt. But Parmenides is going to correct him, since Socrates has 
not noticed that he has not adhered to his premise that it is one and the 
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same thing that is present to the many. For if you think of the day as an 
interval of time, it is not present as a whole to the many. For the precise 
zenith point varies for different places, and as this varies, so do the 
points from which the lines to the zenith are drawn, and all the places 
are defined by their relation to the zenith. And if you think of day as the 
illuminated air, it will be even less present as a whole to all these places, 

for its different parts are adjacent here to these and there to other 
things. But this, nevertheless, is Socrates’ objection to the statement of 
Parmenides. It is clear that he has taken his example from the discourse 
of Zeno;* for Zeno, in his endcavour to show that the many participate 
in some one, and are not devoid of one, even though greatly separated 
from cach other, has said in his discourse that whiteness is present both 
to us and to the antipodes, just as night and day are. The reason why 
Socrates is portrayed as using this example is not, as some have sup- 
posed, that Zeno should not be refuted by his master for having taken 
an example unsuited to the hypothesis of Forms, and that Socrates 
should be refuted in his stead. For if Parmenides did not approve of the 
example, what was to prevent his pointing out to Zeno and correcting 
this oversight before his reading of his discourse? I think the reason 

rather is that Zeno had applied the example to the enmattered form, 

which in truth is both one and not one, and is only partly participated, 

since it is distributed among its particulars and does not exist in itself. 

So Zeno had correctly and irrefutably applied the example of night and 
day to the form conceived in this fashion. But Socrates had incorrectly 

applied the example to the veritable Form which is indivisibly one and 

at the same time present to its many particulars. And so Parmenides 

corrects Socrates for no longer maintaining the unity and identity of 
the Form in using the example of the day; he had brought up the divis- 

ible instead of the indivisible Form, and instead of the one, something 

that is both one and not one, like the whiteness that is present both to 

us and to the antipodes. Indeed we said earlier that the purpose of Ze- 
no's argument, in his polemic against the many, was not to lead us up 

to the unitary Form that is separate from the many, but was directed 

toward the form that exists along with the many and is inseparable 

from them. But Socrates had posited the Form as being different from 

the form in us, i.e. a Form that does not exist in the way of the white- 

ness thar is both in us and in the antipodes, and the latter is obviously 
what Zeno had likened to day and night. 

But enough of this. We must return to examine the text, which con- 
tains a certain irregularity. First we must link the whole thought to- 


8 This appears to be a further reference to the Forty Logoi of Zeno. Cf. Book I, n. 31, 
andJ.M. Dillon, “New Evidence on Zeno of Elea?” AGPh. 56 (1974): 129-131. 
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gether by assuming an hyperbaton. Socrates says the absurdity men- 
tioned by Parmenides would not follow; “‘ifa Form werc like the day, 
each of them would then be present simultaneously the same to all 
things.” Next we must suppose the phrase “‘if in this way” to be re- 
sumptive (epanalépsis) and to mean “‘if this proposition is laid down.” 
For in a statement of more than a certain length, resumptions are use- 
ful. Thirdly, the intermediate clause, “‘being one and the same, is in 
many places at once,” must be read as a detached element (kat’ apostasin) 
and interpreted as indicating the way in which the one Form is present 
at the same time to many things. If you read the text thus, you will see 
how its beauty results from the intermediate detached clause and its re- 
sumption in the apodosis that follows. 


“How readily, Socrates,” he said, “You make one and and the same thing 

present in many places at the same time. It is as if you spread a sail over a 
number of men and say that it is a single whole over many. Is not this the 
sort of thing you are saying?’’ “Perhaps,” said Socrates. “Then would 
the whole sail be over each man, or a part of it over him and another part 
over another?” “A part.” (131b-c) 


Parmenides recognizes the spontaneity of Socrates’ thought, though 
he sees it is imperfect as yet and in need of correction. He welcomes and 
applauds its inner source, but corrects and develops it. Socrates’ imag- 
ination was picturing to him the extension of thc single Form to all its 
particulars and its undivided presence to them all, and this is why Par- 
menides remarks how readily he makes the one whole in many things, 
meaning by “‘readily’’ not naively or ridiculously, but naturally. Soc- 
rates’ picture of the transcendent cause as present at once in all its par- 
ticulars is the product of a mind that is imaginative, and also attentive 
to reason and to intellect. For the faculty of the mind that is operating 
determines the particular way in which the nature of things is appre- 
hended. Ifit is sense-perception, things will be apprehended in the way 
of sense, as divisible and enmattered only; if it is reason alone, they will 
be understood as both indivisible and divisible; and if it is intellect, they 
will be indivisible only. So then, since Socrates was expressing his na- 
tive convictions, he divines the unitary and universal presence of the 
intellectual forms; but since he has not articulated his notion but con- 
ceived this presence as extended in space, Parmenides confronts him 
with the sail, and shows him that it is not a single whole over many, 
but that its parts correspond to different units of the many. And he does 
not ask, “‘Is not this the sort of thing you arc thinking?” for he knows 
the “birth-pangs”’ Socrates is undergoing in bringing to birth his spon- 
taneous notion about the matter. Instead he asks, “Is not this the sort of 
thing you are saying?” as if Socrates, led astray by his imagination, and 
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unable as yet to formulate the thought within him, were thinking one 
thing and saying another. Socrates, pressed from two sides, from his 
natural convictions and from the suggestions of his imagination, utters 
a word of doubt, for “perhaps” expresses something of this kind. He 
cannot think that his present statement is entirely satisfactory, since he 
is stirred up by his own inarticulate* intuition of the subject, nor can 
he abandon his view based on imagination with its inclination towards 
viewing things as extended; and so his answer shows his divided mind. 
Consequently he is induced to say that things participate in parts, not 
the wholes, of their Forms. Parmenides, on the other hand, by the il- 
lustration of the sail, has “with soundless tread’’*’ contrived to effect 
the transition to the other half of his disjunction, and so draws the fol- 
lowing conclusion. 


“Consequently, Socrates,” he said, ‘the Forms themselves are divided, 
and the things that participate in them will participate in a part of them. 
No longer will the whole ofa Form be in each thing, but a part of it.” “So 
it appears.” “Then, Socrates,” he said, “will you allow that our one 
Form is really divided? And will it still be one?” “By no means,’’ Soc- 
rates replied. (131c) 


This is the second half of the disjunction, showing that things here 
cannot participatc in parts of the Forms either. It invokes their indivis- 
ibility to demolish the proposed suggestion. For if the Forms are indi- 
visible monads, how could some parts of them be shared by some 
things and others by others? For example, if Man is a unity, how can it 
be divided into many? If cach of us has a part and not the whole, how 
could he be called a man and not a part of man? And if we are separate 
from one another and a part of the Form is in me, a part in you, and a 
part in someone else, then, if participation is again being conceived as 
extended, how can the Form remain one when it is divided among us 
who are physically separated from one another? In this sense fire also is 
not one, since a part of itis here and a part in another place; and likewise 
also water and air. But though fire here is by its own nature divisible, 
its Form is indivisible. Fire here is a plurality that has an adventitious 
unity; the Form, however, is a unity that embraces plurality in its 
unity. For in the divine world procession begins with unity and exist- 
ence, and if we posit plurality as prior to unity, unity will be adventi- 
tious. Hence when he says “consequently the Forms themselves will be 
divisible,’’ and adds “‘will you allow that the Form is really divided?” 


% Reading advapOparov (Latin indearticulato) for &5iactpégov of Greek MSS. 

Euripides: Tro. 887-888 (Hecuba’s description of Zcus, emphasising Parmenides’ 
ee tole). Cf. Jn Tim. I, 398.18, where Amelius is quoted as using the expression 
of Plato. 
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he is shocking us into an awareness of the absurdity of this supposition. 
For though we say that the visible man and every other material form 
is divisible, still it is absurd to say that the immaterial Forms themselves 
are divisible; even if we say that the Form itself is divided in being par- 
ticipated in partially by things in this world, we are not saying that it is 
in truth divided. You can understand from this in what sense the myths 
speak of dividings and dismemberings of the gods, when secondary 
beings participate partially in them by dividing up among themselves 
the preexisting indivisible causes of divisible things. It is not really a 
division of the gods, but of themselves with respect to the gods. 


“For consider,” he said, “if you divide Greatness itself, and if each of the 
many great things is great by a part of Greatness smaller than Greatness 
itself, does that not appear illogical?’’ ‘‘Very much so,” Socrates replied. 
(131cd) 


To show that it is absurd to suppose ideal being as divisible, he builds 
his argument upon Greatness, Equality, and Smallness, since each of 
these is manifestly concerned with magnitude. Magnitude does not 
have any part of itself the same as the whole, in the way in which a part 
of a quality appears to retain the character of the whole. Thus a portion 
of fire, looked at quantitatively, is less chan the whole, but qualitatively 
it preserves the character of fire. Naturally, then, he uses Greatness, 
Equality, and Smallness to refutc those who say that Forms are divisi- 
ble, for this will enable him to usc the argument a fortiori. If things that 
are most thought to be divisible because involving the notion of quan- 
tity—if these prove not to be divisible in their function as Forms, much 
more will] other things that do not involve the notion of quantity, such 
as Justice, Beauty, or Likeness and Unlikeness, assuredly be indivis- 
ible. Putting these in the same class with Greatness, he asks how sen- 
sible things participate in them, and so naturally he focusses his dem- 
onstration on terms that appear to be quantitative, not on the others. 

First, then, on Greatness. Let us suppose Greatness is divisible phys- 
ically; then a part of it is less than the whole, and if this is so, the whole 
is greater than the part; so that if any great thing here becomes great 
because it participates in the Form “Great,”’ this sensible great is called 
“great” by virtue of participating in the Smaller, for its part of Great- 
ness is less and smaller. But this is not as it should be, for we have pos- 
ited that great things are great by participating in Greatness and small 
things small by participating in Smallness; and we said that the names 
of things come from the Forms in which they participate. Such, then, 
is his argument. 

But we who conceive of Greatness in itself apart from corporeal di- 
vision, should we not say that it itself has plurality and is not merely 
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unity? And if it has plurality, shall we say that each part of it is Great- 
ness, or that though each is less than the whole, it is in no wise small? 
If we say that the part is Greatness, and in no respect less than the 
whole, we have an infinite series; for this part will itself have parts that 
are the same as itself, and again these parts will have like parts, and the 
parts of these parts likewise, in each successive case the parts being the 
same as their wholes. On the other hand, if Greatness is to have parts 
that are magnitudes, its unity will be adventitious and the whole will 
consist of parts that do not belong to it. Hence it is necessary that the 
supposed parts of Greatness be great and homogencous with the 
whole, but not identical with thc whole. For example, the part of fire 
is fire, but the potency of the whole is greater; and neither is the whole 
composed of parts that arc cold, nor is each part equal in strength to the 
whole. Now suppose, if Greatness has a plurality of powers, that one 
of them is the powcr of conferring superiority upon bodiless things 
with respect to other bodiless things (for thesc also have a kind of mag- 
nitude), and another that of giving superiority to a body over another 
body, and that there is a different measure of superiority in the latter. 
It is not necessary, when one Form has this twofold power following 
from a single reason-principle, that one of them be less than the other. 
Its being less than the whole does not make its power small; rather, it 
reveals this power, too, as Greatness in itself having the same potency 
in other and less things. Thus even if the Form is polydynamic, it does 
not abandon its own distinguishing property in the plurality of powers 
it contains. This is the conclusion, if we intelligently conceive parts and 
wholes in the ideal world; whereas if we consider the separation of part 
from whole to be bodily in character, we will fall into the absurdities 
that Parmenides alleges. 


“Or again, if each thing that participates in Equality will take offa small 
part of it, will it, by having something less than Equality itself, be equal 
to anything?” “Impossible.” (131d) 


We have remarked in the preceding comments what power Great- 
ness has in immaterial and matcrial realities; that is, it is what confers 
upon any thing its superiority and transcendent perfection, whether in- 
tellectual or vital or physical. Of Equality, which is now mentioned for 
the first time, let us say that it is the cause of harmony and proportion 
in all things; for it is Equality that reveals the mcan term in any pro- 
portion, whether in souls or in nature, and its end is friendship and 
unity. Then since the Demiurge, in constructing the universe, used all 
the means—arithmetical, geometrical, and harmonic—and the uniting 
bonds based upon them, you would hit the truth about it, I think, if 
you say that this Equality used by the Demiurge is the onc intellectual 
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cause that generates and organiscs the cosmos. For as ideal Unity is the 
foundation of every number in nature, so ideal Equality generates all 
the proportions here below. At Icast in our world it is Equality that 
generates the middle terms; and if this is the casc among likenesses, 
much more wil] Equality in the intcllectual world be the parent of all 
the variety of middle terms that proceed into the cosmos. Equality, 
then, is the cause also of all these proportions in the cosmos. Moreover 
it is the source of all parity of rank and order among things, just as the 
Greater is the cause of transcendent excellence and the Lesser the cause 
of essential inferiority. And it scems that all things get their ordering 
from this triad of Forms, since they furnish to superior beings their 
very superiority, to the secondary ones their inferiority, and fellowship 
to those that arc parallel in rank. And clearly the serial orderings of uni- 
versal beings have been cngendcred eternally indissoluble according to 
this triad. Every series needs these three moments—excess, deficiency 
and parity—so that if every Form has its procession of members ex~ 
tending downwards to the lowest, a procession that preserves the dis- 
tinction betwecn secondary and primary beings together with com- 
munity among them all, itis this triad that brings it about. It is they that 
make possible for every Form the procession from its summit to the 
lowest term in each scries. Assuredly Beauty, Justice, and each other 
Form is the leading member in its own series, and is present in all the 
intellectual, cnsouled, and even bodily beings below it, though present 
in a different fashion in the various kinds of souls—divinc, daemonic, 
and human—and differently also in the different sorts of bodies. 
Beauty, as an example, appears differently in divine souls, in daemonic 
souls, and in souls subordinate to them. 

From this it is evident what Equality is. Now consider, in this con- 
text, how Parmenides refutes thosc who think equal things here partic- 
ipate bodily in parts of Equality. Suppose this particular sense object, 
taken separatcly, has a part of Equality. Now if it has a part, clearly it 
has something less than the whole; and if so, what participates in the 
less is not Iess, but equal. But this is not as it should be, for it is pre- 
supposed that Forms give their names to sensibles. Hence something 
participating in the Less ought not to be called equal, but less; nor 
somcthing participating in the Equal less, but equal; nor anything par- 
ticipating in the Greater be equal or less, but greater. Again, you see, 
the argument proceeds on the assumption that participation is physical. 
The phrase “taking off a small part” shows by ‘“‘taking off” that partic- 
ipation is thought of as physical, and attributes division to the indivis- 
ible and bodiless Forms themselves. For, if you consider Equality in it- 
self, any part of it wil] also be an cquality; for Equality is not made up 
of unequals, (even as Greatness itself is not made up of non-greats, 
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since then the thing-in-itsclf would have something comprising it 
which is not itself equal)** (the superimposed form is a different matter; 
it will be a compound, not simple, like Equality Itself). It is therefore 
necessary that any part of Equality Itself be itself equal. For the Form 
Equality contains in its unity the causes of all equalities—equality of 
weight, of mass, of number, of worth, of birth—so that cach of these 
different equalities is a particular equality, having a power and valuc 
inferior to the whole. At any rate, it is quite possible that though the 
one Form produces every property of the powers it contains, yet it gen- 
erates this one of such a kind and in such kinds of substrates, that onc 
of another kind, and that thus there should be a whole range of equal- 
ities, multiple in subordination to the onc. And we should not be sur- 
prised that they should be all equalities and yet subordinate to the 
Henad in their series, and should owe this subordinate status to partic- 
ipation in Smallness, since all Forms participate in all others. Even 
Greatness itself, inasmuch as it is less than some other Forms, partici- 
pates m Smallness; and Smallness itself, in so far as it surpasses others, 
participates in Greatness. But things here participate in each of them in 
its essential nature, not in its nature relative to the others. 


“But suppose one of us has a portion of Smallness. Smallness itself will 
be greater than this, since this is a part of it, and so Smailness itself will 
be greater; and when this part that is taken off is added to anything, that 
thing will be smaller, not greater, than it was before.” “That certainly 
cannot be,” said Socrates. (131de) 


Again we must first ascertain what Smallness is and what power it 
has. As we said that Greatness is the cause of excess, or superior worth, 
or preeminent power alike in all things that are, and that Equality is the 
parent of all analogy and parity of rank, so also we may say that Small- 
ness is the source of all declension among the Forms, and, if you like, 
of indivisibility and contraction and power of self-concentration wher- 
ever it exists. Itis Smallness that enables souls to retreat from cxternals 
to the indivisible inner life, and bodies to be constricted and held to- 
gether by the partless causes within them, and the entire cosmos to be 
a unity and have its whole life converging upon a single center. From 
Smallness also come poles and centres, sections without thickness, the 
tangent points of cycles, the boundaries of the signs of the Zodiac, and 
all the indivisible measuring points that the demiurgic Intellect has 
fixed in the divisible world. Such is the powcr of Smallness. 

The present argument shows that in the case of Smallncss also it is 
impossible that things should participate bodily in a part of the Form. 


3 Added from the Latin translation. 
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For if Smallness has any part at all, Smallness will be greatcr than the 
part of itsclf, since the part of the Small, qua part, is smaller than the 
whole; so that Smallncss will clearly be greater than its own part, 
which is smaller. But it is impossible for the Small, qua small, to be 
great; for here we arc examining Smallness by itself, without touching 
on its relation with Greatness. This, then, shows one absurd conse- 
quence for those who divide Smallness itself, considered as a Form. 
Another is revealed when we examine things that participate in the 
part, as follows. Since we have divided Smallness itself, and have 
shown that this part of it is smaller than the whole, clearly whatever 
takes on the part that has been subtracted from the whole will be 
smaller, and not greater, than it was formerly. For that which partici- 
pates in the smaller must become smaller; and yet we see that anything, 
even if it be smaller, when added to a given magnitude makes the 
whole greater. Consequently you must not divide Smallness; for if you 
keep it indivisible, you cannot add the whole to something, as you 
would the part, and thus make the recipient greater instead of small. 
For the previous argument has shown that for a whole Form to exist in 
many things is impossible. 

This, then, is one way to interpret the passage before us. It is also 
possible, however, as our colleague Pericles has maintained,” to con- 
sider the whole mattcr in reference to the Form itself. For whatever 
takes on a part subtracted from the Small must necessarily become big- 
ger; but that which is subtracted, if added to the remainder left after the 
subtraction, nevertheless makes the whole small, not greater than it 
was before; for the Form was small to begin with. It is therefore absurd 
to suppose that Smallness is divisible, because any part subtracted from 
it would be less than the whole and reveal the whole to be greater, and 
because when added to the remainder it makes what took on this ad- 
dition greater. And in neither of these cases is the whole small. This had 
to be said about the second of the alleged absurdities, a passage that has 
seemed to some commentators so difficult to construc that they have 
regarded the text as spurious and denicd that it was Plato’s words. 

But cnough on this point. It is easy to sce that the argument itself, by 
bringing in subtractions and additions, shows that bodily participation 
is what is being refuted, and no further comment on this point is nec- 
essary, I believe. But let us say about all these three Forms—Greatness, 
Smallness, Equality—and indeed about all Forms alike, that they are 
without parts and have a bodiless nature. For nothing that is bodily and 


3% Onc of Proclus’ very rare allusions to the process of debate within the school, ot 
perhaps just to discussions in Syrianus’ class. Cf, Hermieias’ occasional references to Pro- 
clus in the In Phaedrum, e.g. 92.6 Couvreur. Pericles is the dedicatce of the Platenic The- 
ology, and one of Proclus’ closest associates. 
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is bounded in extension can be present in the same way to greater and 
lesser things; whereas Equality, the Greater, the Less, and each of the 
other Forms can be present alike to all things that participate in them, 
whatever their extension. The Forms, therefore, are all unextended. 
For the same reason their foundation transcends all place; they are prces- 
ent without difficulty in all things everywhere that participate in them. 
Things that are dominated by their position lack this capacity of unre- 
stricted presence, for it is impossible that they should be participated in 
by things in different places. Likewise the Forms transcend all time; 
they are present non-temporally and immediately to all their partici- 
pants. Although, as we have said before, comings-into-being are con- 
ditions preparatory to participation in the Forms, and these are of 
course temporal events; nevertheless the Forms permit things in the 
world of generation to participate in them without any lapse of time at 
all, indivisibly in an indivisible instant, which is a reflection of their 
eternal reality. Let no one, then, transfer from the things that partici- 
pate to the Forms participated either the notion of time, or of spatial 
position, or of physical divisibility, nor suppose there are bodily com- 
binations and divisions in their world. Thesc conditions are completely 
inconsistent with the simplicity of the Forms, with their immaterial 
purity, and their continuous and partless existence in eternity. 


“In what way, then, Socrates,” he said, ‘‘will other things participate in 
your Forms ifthey can participate in them neither in part nor as wholes?” 
(131e) 


The whole of this conversation is hortatory in character, intended to 
bring out Socrates’ thoughts; hence it is not as a contestant eager for 
victory that Parmenides adds that things here consequently do not par- 
ticipate in the Forms. Rather he is stimulating Socrates, inviting his in- 
telligence to discover the authentic way of participation; that is, by 
leading him round through the more spurious modes, he will leave it 
to his intelligence to discern that manner that is truly appropriate to the 
creative activity of the divine Forms. We said earlier that those who un- 
derstand whole and part not in a bodily sense, but in a way appropriate 
to immaterial and intellectual beings, will see that things here partici- 
pate in Forms both in part and as wholes. In that the special property of 
the Forms extends down to the very lowest of its participants, the par- 
ticipation is in the Forms as wholes; but since secondary things do not 
receive the full force of their causes, the participation is partial. Hence 
the higher among the participants receive more of the powers of their 
paradigm and those that are further down fewer. So that if there exist 
men in other parts of the universe who arc superior to us, they too, 
being nearer to the Form of man, share in more of its powers. This is 
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why the lion in the heavens is intelligent, *° while that in the sublunary 
world is without reason; the former is nearer the Form of Lion. But the 
property descends into mortal realms; hence the sympathy between 
things here and heavenly things, brought about by the single Form and 
the community it produces. But I need hardly expand on this point. If 
you take the Moon, for instance, while you will see that the heavenly 
moon is a goddess, you will also sec the moon-form here, preserving 
in stones the power appropriate to its rank, waxing and waning regu- 
larly as its nature prescribes.*! In this way the single property comes 
down from above to the lowest members of the series, and obviously 
passes also through the intervening species. For if this one form is pres- 
ent in both gods and stones, far more so, surely, will it appear in the 
intermediate classes, such as daemons and other forms of life. There are 
series that descend from the intellectual gods to the heavens, and from 
there again to the realm of generation, suffering alteration in each of the 
elements, and finally settling down upon the earth. The higher mem- 
bers of these series have a greater share of their paradigms, while those 
nearer to earth share less in the common property which, however, ex- 
tends to every member and makes the whole series a unity. 

But there is another way, I should like to note, in which things here 
participate in Forms both wholly and partially. They participate in 
them as wholes in that the activity of a Form is indivisible, and thus is 
present as a whole identically in all its participants, being in itself first 
and then filling up the being of its participants with its own character. 
But they participate in part in so far as they participate not in the Forms 
themselves, but in images of them, and these images are parts of their 
own paradigms, for thus the likencss stands to its pattern as part to 
whole. Now if anyone, relying on this interpretation, works through 
the preceding dialectical arguments, he will see nothing impossible in 
the things that we formerly rejectcd as being so. For where is the im- 
possibility of a whole’s being the samc in all its participants, if you 
think with me that that immaterial and intellectual Form, being in itself 
and requiring ncither scat nor place, is present equally to all things ca- 
pable of participating in it? How is it impossible that the preexisting 
Form, in itself indivisible and one, should be divided among its partic- 
ipants and undergo a sort of Titanic dismemberment? Is it not the very 
truth that what participates in Greatness itself participates in what is 
less than Greatness? For the greatness in the participant, being ¢x- 
tended, is an image of Greatness itself, and the image is less than the 
paradigm by a part of it. Would you not say likewise that the sensible 

“ Ie. the Zodiacal sign Leo. 


“| The moonstone, selenite, was so called because it was supposed to wax and wane 
with the moon. Cf. Diosc. 5.141. 


238 


876 


877 


COMMENTARY 


equal is called equal because it participates in what is less than Equality 
itself? And what is called equal here is less than the power of the Equal 
itself, And how can the likeness of the Small fail to be smaller than 
Smallness, in so far as it falls short of its perfection? Smallness is greater 
than this small thing in that it is more perfect in power. And all of the 
three Forms together, since they transcend their participants and take 
the measure of their being, furnish the cause for their differences in 
rank; Greatness is needed for marking exceptional supcriority, Equal- 
ity for the capacity of measuring, and Smallness for the assignment of 
inferiority. All of them, then, work together in the making of deriva- 
tive beings. 

In fact, although Greatness contributes the capacity for universal ex- 
tension, and Smallness gives partlessness, yct these two are insepara- 
ble, since partlessness that extends to more things is greater partless- 
ness; and both of them are preeminently equal, since they are 
distinguished as measures, both of themselves and of other things. 
There is therefore nothing absurd here if you understand whole and 
part in the appropriate way, but everything follows properly from the 
hypotheses. This is why, I think, Parmenides persists in asking how 
things participate in Forms and how we are to envision whole and part 
in that world, endeavouring to bring Socrates to the most correct con- 
ception. 


“In the name of Zeus,’’ he said, ‘‘there is no easy way that I see of deter- 
mining such a question.”’ (131e) 


On the first problem, the one concerning the reality of Forms, Par- 
menides did not attack the opinion of Socrates as incorrect, nor did 
Socrates himself have any doubt of their reality. In the ensuing qucs- 
tioning he was puzzled to say what things have Forms, but his perplex- 
ity was minor and not deeply disturbing. But on this third issue he is 
very much at a loss because the inquiry is a profound one. And not in 
this passage only is the profundity of the problem expressed, but also 
in the Timaeus (51a), where Timaeus himself says that Matter partici- 
pates in Being in a most mysterious way. Naturally, then, the question 
appears difficult of resolution to Socrates; and it appears to have 
seemed so not merely in his youth, but even near the end of hisJife. At 
least he says in the Phaedo (100d) that he is not sure of the way in which 
participation in Forms occurs, and he mentions the Great and the Small 
in that passage. And here is something that, as I have said before, both 
inthis and in many other contexts, is very important: the investigation 
of the “how.” It is the sort of inquiry we said Socrates was pursuing 
when he asked how the Forms themsclves are scparated and combined. 
Granting that, though many in number, thcy are necessarily united, 
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and they are both divided and yet not devoid of unity, he sought to 
know how the Forms, being simple, can show both these characteris- 
tics. Are they united in the same way as visible pluralities are? For these 
are compounds, and it is not difficult to see their unity and distinctness 
as resulting from their various aspects in rclation to others, since they 
are compound; but in the case of simple beings it is extremely difficult 
to see these differences of aspect. He inquires, then, how separation and 
union are possible in their case—not whether there is such union and 
separation, but how it can be. Likewise in the present passage the ar~ 
gument asks not whether there is participation, but how it is possible. 
This is what Socrates says is difficult to comprehend, since he has been 
brought by these counter-arguments to a recognition of the difficulty 
of the problem. And if the addition of the oath is not irrelevant but is 
intended to put him somehow in the hands of the god in whose name 
he swears and from that position make the inquiry easy, you will dis 
cover, when you reflect, that cven this is not extraneous to the inquiry 
about Forms. For in Zeus is first revealed the unitary source of the 
demiurgic Ideas and the whole number of them. Thus in calling upon 
Zeus and making him a witness of his perplexity, he shows himself apt 
for receiving the full vision, by rising to the cause that is separate from 
the realm of appearance. 


“Well, what do you say to the following problem?” “What is it?” “I be- 
lieve your reason for thinking each Form is one is the following. When 
you observe that several things are large, then no doubt you conjecture a 
single character that is the same when you look at them all; hence you con- 
sider largeness to be a single thing.” “That's true,” he replied. (131¢- 
132a) 


Why we ought not to think of participation in Forms as bodily has 
been sufficiently demonstrated in the foregoing comments, from 
which you can understand that the activity of the Forms is not by 
means of bodily thrusts and levers, *? like the moving forces in bodies. 
If this is so, the cosmos of Forms is bodiless. The argument in the Soph- 
ist (245a) shows that the One is without body; for bodily being itself 
needs a unifying factor; and here it is shown that true Being and the 
intellectual Forms are indivisibly established in their being. And the 
Laws (X, 895a) shows that souls are bodiless because of their self-mov- 
ing reality. These are the three orders of being prior to sensibles—the 
order of souls, the order of intellectual beings, and that of the henads— 

2 Both dues and poxdeia are terms that Aristotle uses in the Physics (VIL, 243al 6ff., and 


VII, 259b20, respectively). Proclus employs this slightly disdainful collocution again at 
In Tim. 1, 297.28. 
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and to all of these bodilessness has been assigned by ineluctable argu- 
ments. 

But enough of this. From this point Parmenides advances to a more 
perfect hypothesis. May it not be that things here participate in Forms 
as they do in the reason-principics in nature which, though bodiless, 
are in the same rank of being and have a common origin with the things 
that participate in them? The preceding difficulty took participation in 
Forms as bodily, the Forms being other than the forms in us, but 
nevertheless bodily, and in this fashion present to them, being able to 
be present as bodies to other bodies. Now he advances to an immatcrial 
concept which, if we want to define it with reference to the facts, we 
shall call physical; viz. that there is a mode of participation which, 
though immaterial, nevertheless has a common clement with the (ma- 
terial) participants. For if besides immaterial participation we under- 
stand the participated beings as altogether outside the participants, no 
longer will there be any difficulty about participation. Two things give 
rise to the difficulty: the bodily mode of presence, and their commu- 
nity with the participants. It is these that Socrates has in mind when he 
says in the Phaedo (100d) that he is in doubt whether he should assume 
the presence of Forms in their participants (just as the preceding inquiry 
‘was whether things here partake of the Forms as wholes or in part), or 
not their presence, but as when, the strings of a lyre being tuned to the 
same pitch, a man can by plucking one string produce vibrations in an- 
other. At any rate this second inquiry posits the Forms as in their par- 
ticipants and in the same rank with them; and therefore in their case, as 
in that of the similar things mentioned, it is necessary to posit some 
other thing identical with both. Hence he ascends to the natures; for the 
reason-principles in Nature and the natures are in a rank above bodies 
and the visible order of the species; they descend into bodies and hold 
them together, acting immanently, not transcendentally. Hence the 
reason-principles in Nature are ranged in the same rank with the sensi- 
ble species. How we advance to the reason-principles in Nature Par- 
menides tells us clearly; we proceed upwards from the common ele- 
ment in particulars to their immediate cause, which of course is the 
natural species. For when we see a multiplicity of large things and per-" 
ceive a single character pervading them all, we hold that there is one 
Largeness common to all the instances of largeness in the individual 
things. That the argument is about the natural species and the transition 
to-it from sensible things he makes clear by the insertion of such terms 
as thinking, it seems to you, you consider, none of these is a term that can 
be used with respect to objects of scientific knowledge, but only about 
the realm of nature. Similarly we should say that we see many men and 
a single character extending to every man exhibited in the particular 
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cases; and from this we consider that a single man, generative of the 
visible man, cxists previously in the reason-principles of nature, and 
that in this way the many men participate in the one man, as a natural 
reason-principle proceeding into Matter, the reason-principles not 
being separate from Matter, but, as we have said above, resembling the 
scal which descends into the wax, impressing its form upon it and har- 
monizing this with the whole Form which is impressed upon it. 

Now this immediate transition from bodies to natures shows that 
the reason-principles in the natures fall short of the primary creative 
perfection of the Forms unmixed with their participants. From this we 
should infer that the community between the one Form and its many 
instances should be not merely nominal, lest we should have to seek 
next, because of the common name, for some single element common 
to the one and the many, as unity is the common element in plurality; 
nor that we should consider the single Form to be synonymous with 
those of the particulars coming undcr it, or we shall have to ask what is 
the common element present in both kinds of being that arc covered by 
the same term; but rather, as has oftcn been said, the common element 
in the many instances is that of being derived from and having refer- 
ence to a single source. For what the one Form is primarily, the many 
grouped under it are derivatively. And we should not seek for some 
further community in their case. For although community belongs to 
things coordinate in rank, yet it is not coordinate with the things that 
have community. And the One itsclf, when we apprehend its presence 
in cach of the Forms, ought not to be viewed by the faculty of opinion, 
nor by discursive reason, for these kinds of knowledge are not cognate 
with intellectual monads, which are neither objects of opinion nor of 
discursive reason, as we learn from the Republic (VI, 511a). Rather itis 
proper to see by intuitive apprehension that simple and unitary exist- 
ence of the Forms. Nor must we think that unity belongs to them by 
synthesis from the many, nor as a secondary conception abstracted 
from them, but rather, since the intellectual number of the Forms pro- 
ceeds from the One, it has its foundation also preeminently in the One, 
and does not stand outside its native and congenital unity with the 
cause that supports its being. 

This is why Socrates in the Philebus (15ab) sometimes calls the Forms 
henads and sometimes monads: for with respect to the One they are 
monads because each of them is a plurality and a single being and a life- 
principle and an intellectual Form, but with respect to the things pro- 
duced from them and the series which they establish, they are henads. 
For the divisible things that come after them derive multiplicity from 
them, though they themselves remain indivisible. If, then, the unicing 
element in them transcends the many, it is plain, surely, that the uni- 
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tary knowledge of the intellect is sufficient also to grasp the unitary 
principle of the Forms. Even if there is a multiplicity of participants, 
that does not multiply the unitariness of what is participated in; if there 
are differences in the parts, yet the undivided element in the Forms is 
preserved unchanged; even if there are compound products, yet the 
simplicity of the intellectual Forms stands always the same; for it is not 
counted with its own products, nor does it form part of their substance; 
for if it were in any of those things which comc to be, it could no longer 
be viewed as a first principle and gencrative cause of them; for it is in 
general impossible that anything that comes to belong to something 
else should be a causc in the absolute sense, because that which is in the 
truc sense a cause transcends its products, and is established in itself and 
by itself separate from the things that participate in it. If, then, one 
cares to transfer his attcntion to the Forms from these things of sense 
and spatial distinction, Ict him establish intellect instead of opinion 
(doxa) as his guide on the road, and Ict him contemplate cach Form un- 
connected and unmixed with the things of this rcalm; and let him not 
conceive of any relationship in connection with them, nor any account 
of essence which is common to them and to the many particulars, nor 
let him see any linkage at all between the participated and what partic- 
ipates in them, ordered and preserved though they are by virtue of their 
connection with them. But if anyone employs opinion in making the 
transference, and fastens upon Forms which are mingled with things of 
this realm and counted with the reason-prinaiples in Matter, he will 
have a hard time ascending to the naturc and natural structure of the 
Forms. And from there in turn he will sec other more comprchensive 
unities, and he will be chasing aftcr unities of unity, and his problems 
will extend to infinity, until, coming up against the very boundaries of 
Intellect, he will behold in them the distinctive creation of the Forms, 
in the self=created, the supremely simple, the eternal. Therefore it is 
that Parmenides in demonstrating the superior simplicity of the primal 
and complete Forms to the particular ones, straightforwardly shows 
them as transcending with remarkable superiority those mixed entities 
which are counted with them. 

Having got this fas, itis worth while pausing to admire thc hesitation 
of Socrates in the Phaedo about the mode of participation of the Forms; 
for he says (100d), “I would not be dogmatic as to whcther one should 
call it ‘presence’ or ‘communion’, or any other term besides these.” 

As a result of the first question raised it is possible to demonstrate 
that ‘presence’ is impossible, since neither wholes nor parts (of Forms) 
as such can ‘be present” to the things that participate in them; and as a 
result of the second question one can refute those who uphold the 
‘communion’ theory. For if there is anything in common between 
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Forms and the things which participate in them, the infinite regress will 
emerge as between thosc things participating in the common property 
and the common property itself. For this reason this distinction is rca- 
sonably made between this question and the one preceding it; the for- 
mer postulated the Form as present to the participants and being itself 
the thing participated, while the present one treats it as separate from. 
the entity participated in, though having much in common with It. So 
in the former case there was a valid refutation in the fact that it could 
not be present either as a whole or as bestowing a part of itself, while 
in this case the refutation is no longer of the same type, but arises from 
the fact that from the common element in both one would proceed up- 
wards to another entity common to the one Form and the many partic- 
ulars. And thus the argument for participation and for ‘presence’ is re- 
futed, and the one from ‘communion’ also in a different way, since the 
former based itself on the principle that the Form is present to the par- 
ticipants, the latter on the principle that, though it is not in them, yet it 
is in communion with them. The only way, then, in which one could 
give an account of participation conformable to true knowledge would 
be if one first removed all notion of materiality from the concept of 
presence and any idea of common quality from that of immaterial as- 
sociation, and so laid down that things of this realm participate in the 
Forms through their being present to the things participating in them 
immaterially, but not controlled by them according to any one for- 
mula, in order that the same Forms may be both everywhere by virtue 
of their immateriality, and at the same time nowhere in virtue of their 
transcendence over their participants; for any ‘community’ with the 
participating entities destroys their transcendent supcriority. There 
must, then, be ‘community’, but not as between entities of the same 
rank, only to the extent that the participants arc dependent upon the 
Forms, while the latter are completely transcendent over them; bodily 
‘presence’ eliminates the possibility of undivided omnipresence. It is a 
characteristic of bodies, after all, to be incapable of being present as 
wholes in many different places, whereas things essentially incorporeal 
are able to be present as wholes to all those things which are capable of 
participating in them, that is to say, they are not present to the partici- 
pants, so much as the participants are present to them. This, indeed, is 
what Socrates in the Phaedo (100d) was hinting at when he said, 
“Whether ‘presence,’ or ‘communion’,’’ or whatever other cause there 
might be of the participation of the Forms, that we may remove from 
these terms their problematic overtones. We should admire all the 
more this caution of Socratcs in the Phkaedo, since it arises from these 
two problems which he had learncd in his youth from Parmenides; and 
we should admire also the divine inspiration of Plato, which led him to 
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refute in anticipation all the deviations from the truest theory about the 
Forms which later arose. For even as the divine Intellect comprehends 
all future events in a single causal principle, so also Plato's knowledge, 
it would seem, anticipates and provides antidotes for all deviant ver- 
sions of divine teachings, portraying as he does a young and intelligent 
man being baffled in each case by questions about which later theorists 
caused difficulties. For many attributed the creation of the world to 
material forces,** although it has been shown that it is impossible for 
the Forms to be material and to be participated in in any material way. 
One must, therefore, ncither postulate the Forms to be products and 
offshoots of Matter, as some assert, nor can we agree that they come to 
be out of the mingling together of the basic clements; nor again, can we 
grant that they have the same essence as the (so-called) seminal princi- 
ples, ** for all these are corporeal and imperfect and reveal themselves as 
having a divisible existence. How, then, can perfection be present to 
things that are imperfect, unity to things that are totally scattered, un- 
failing existence to things that are constantly coming into being, if 
there is not preexisting all these things the incorporeal and perfect sys- 
tem of Forms? 

Others again have attributed the permanence of the Forms to the 
common clement in individual phenomena (for man begets man,** and 
like in general springs from likc), but these people must first address 
themselves to the problem as to whence the common element in indi- 
viduals takes its origin. For this could not be the genus, being imma- 
nent in Matter and divisible and not absolutely eternal, nor, if it comes 
from another causal principle, could this be one that is subject to mo- 
tion and change; for in that case it itself would be totally changeable. 
But in fact inasmuch as it is a Form, it remains always the same, like 
one identical seal impressed upon many pieces of wax. They may 
change, but it remains uninterruptedly the same in all the instances of 
wax. What, then, is the immediate cause of the imposition of the seal? 
Mattcr is in the place of the wax, and the individual man is to be iden- 
tified with the imprint, so what are we to identify with the signet-ring 
that descends upon objects, if not Nature that permeates Matter and 
thus moulds the sensc-realm with its reason-principles? With the hand 
that wields the signet-ring we may identify the Soul, which directs Na- 
ture, Soul as a whole directing Nature as a whole, and individual souls 
directing individual natures; and with that soul that does the impress- 
ing of the seal by means of the hand and the signet-ring may we not 


* The Epicureans seem to be the object of criticism here. 
* The object of criticism now becomes the Stoics. 

*% Aristotle Met. XII, 3.1070a8. 

“ Cf. 786 above, and Proclus In Tim. 1, 267.4€f. 
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identify the Intellect, which through Soul and Nature fills the sense- 
realm with Forms, that which we may truly characterise as Resource 
(Poros, Symp. 203b), the begetter of those reason-principles which flow 
forth as far as Matter? 

One should not, then, rest content at the level of the individual com- 
mon propertics, but rather seek out the causes of them. For what other 
reason is there that men partake of this common property, and other 
animals partake of another, than these invisible reason-principles? Na- 
ture is the one mother of all. But what arc the causes of the various pat- 
terns of likeness, and why do we say that the generation of species fol- 
lows nature, when man arises from man, if not because there is a 
reason-principle of Man in nature, in accordance with which all men in 
this realm come to be? For it is not enough that the entity born should 
be an animal, since even if it were a lion, it would still have been a nat- 
ural animal, but yet it would not have been ‘“‘according to nature,” be- 
cause it would no longer be following its proper reason-principle. 
There must therefore be prior to entities which are similar something 
which is the cause of their similarity, and one must for this reason as- 
cend from the particular common features to this principle of unity, the 
immediate cause of the existence of sense-objects, to which Parmenides 
has actually Iced us. That he will not permit us to remain at the level of 
this cause, he will make clear in what follows; for if we are going scri- 
ously to contemplate these common clements as a basis for the fabri- 
cation of Ideas, we will find that we have inadvertently formed Ideas 
equally on the basis of all common elements, not only from existent 
ones but also from non-cxistent ones, as for instance mistakes of nature 
or art or reason, things without cxistence, things even without sub- 
stances, such as goat-stags or hippocentaurs—for these too have com- 
mon properties—and hence we will be in the position of postulating 
Ideas of non-existent entities, and also of concepts involving infinity, 
such as irrational lines, and of ratios among numbers. For both irra- 
tional lines and ratios in numbers involve the concept of infinity, and 
yet there are properties common to these. [f then, we fabricate Ideas 
from these entities, we will often be involved in creating infinite con- 
cepts, whercas the Ideas ought to be less than the individuals that par- 
ticipate in them, those entitics participating in each being more numer- 
ous than the Idea in question. Parmenides, then, is right to correct this 
manner of ascending to the Ideas, as not being scientific if it is based on 
common properties observed in particulars, and he starts out from en- 
quiries into the mode of participation; for it is possible to conceive of 
ever morc common properties, and thus proceed to infinity—as indeed 
he proceeds to show in what follows. 
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“But now take Largeness itself and the many large particulars. Suppose 
you contemplate all these in the same way in your soul, will not yet an- 
other unity make its appearance, by virtue of which all these appear 
large?” “So it would seem.” “If so, a third Form of Largeness will pres- 
ent itself, over and above Largeness itself and the things that share in it; 
and again, covering both of these” yet another, which will make all of 
them large. So each of your Forms will no longer be one, but infinite in 
number.”’ (132ab). 


The purpose here is to show that the transition from common prop- 
erties to Ideas, as we said earlier, is not envisaged correctly, but results 
in an endless ascent from one common property to another. For this 
very reason, as I have said, Socrates did not consider ‘communion’ to 
be the causal principle of participation; for if there were some property 
in common between the participant and what is participated in, we will 
have to make a transition again from thcse to something which would 
be the cause of the communion of both of them, and so one would pro- 
ceed to infinity; for in the case of any things which have a property in 
common, there must be something prior to them which is the cause of 
their community. If we wish to derive some profit from this problem, 
in the way of speculation leading to the Ideas, let us reflect that there 
could be demonstrated by this approach, as I have said, the essential na- 
ture of the Idea, which is not the same as the seminal reason-principles, 
nor as reason-principles of nature in general, which are on the same 
level of being as material things, but rather something different in na- 
ture prior to these, unconnected with all that is divided about the many 
particulars. For that principle of unity in nature which gencrates all 
forms in sense-objects is not of such a kind as to transcend the objects 
of sense, but it has a great measure of community with them, and very 
little distinction from them. Indeed the degree of its community is such 
as to seem in no way to differ from forms in matter, but to be itself 
something material and divisible. As, then, this nature is not separate. 
from the things it administers, so the reason-principles of nature arc in- 
separable from the things to which they give form—as if you were to 
conceive of an art itself with instruments proper to it descending into 
the products of the art, and producing from the inside what it now 
makes by external application. So the reason-principle of the Large in 
Nature, inasmuch as it is not separate from the large objects of this 
realm, but plunged into Matter along with them and ranked with 
them, feels the need of some other nature prior to itself, which can 
stand as cause both of itself and of the visible large objects; for the cause 
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in the true sense in all cases utterly transcends its products, and it is this 
towards which Parmenides is in fact leading Socrates. 

Thus far, then, his statements arc valid; but what he adds to this as 
an absurd conscquence, the phrases “and another again on top of this, 
and another,” and “infinite in number,” are no longer valid. For this 
reason he said earlier, “‘by virtuc of which all these things must appear 
large”’; for there must be some scparate and invisible reason-principle 
as cause of visible things. In adding the reduction to absurdity, he says, 
“and so cach of your Forms will no longer be one.” He adds the “your” 
not simply as a stylistic adornment but in order to show that anyone 
who is not yct able to discern where the Forms are primarily must fall 
victim to this infinite progression, since thcre must be, prior to the 
Form in Nature, another one at the level of Soul, and prior to this an- 
other one in Intellect, but this is not an infinite progression. For there 
is onc henad of the Ideas, from which all proceed, and beyond which 
there is no question of taking one’s enquiry, for what could proceed 
highcr than its own proper henad? For even as there is no body outside 
the universe, nor (any soul) prior to its own monad, so there is no 
Idea prior to the henad of the Ideas. You sec, then, how he has Jed us 
up to the reason-principles of the soul-rcalm from thosc of the realm of 
nature, and has exhorted us not to proceed to infinity, but to seck for 
the single monad of the Ideas; in order that there may be something 
that is the samc in the many particulars and diffused over all of them in 
their separateness, there is a place for the natural reason-principle, as 
being an immediate bond for the multiplicity of individuals; in order 
that those things participating in the Idea may persist and never be ex- 
hausted, there is necd of some other causal principle, which would not 
be present in them nor in motion, but established on its own, motion- 
less prior to things in motion, and through its own stability providing 
to what is in motion an uninterrupted condition for participation. 

All thinkers are in fact working towards this type of cause. Some, 
like the Stoics, considered the seminal reason-principles to be of this 
nature and declared them to be indestructible. Others, as for instance 
the Peripatctics, established the unmoving objects of desire prior to all 
things which are in constant motion, as being the occasion of motion 
for those things that move. Plato, however, producing what is a com- 
bination of both thcorics, postulated the Ideas to be reason-principles 
of the intellectual realm and made all creation dependent on these. For 
neither were the serninal reason-principles sufficient to preserve in 
being things subject to generation, since they are not able to converge 
upon themselves nor to hold themselves together nor in general to 


+ Supplying yuy7 (from Latin trans.) after virs. 
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bring themselves to completion, but remain incomplete (for they all 
exist in potentiality and in a subject); nor yet are the unmoving objects 
of desire, being solely objects of desire, causes of the generic variations 
of generated things. But the Ideas enjoy both these characteristics, 
being both intellectual and motionless in their essence, “established,” 
as they are, “upon the holy foundation” (Phaedr. 254b) of the pure In- 
tellect, having the powcr of bringing to completion things potentially 
existent and being the cause of thcir acquiring form. For this reason he 
ascended to these as first principles and made the whole of creation de- 
pend on them, in accord with what Xenocrates says, who defines the 
Ideas as the paradigmatic cause of whatever is composed continually in 
accordance with nature (fr. 30 Heinze). For one should not situate it 
among the contributory causes, by which I mean the instrumental, ma- 
terial, or specifying (eidika), because it is a cause in the fullest sense; nor, 
among types of cause proper, among the final or the creative, for even 
if we say that it creates by reason ofits very essence, and that becoming 
like to it is an end for all generated things, neverthcless the final cause 
of al) things in the strict sensc and that for the sake of which all things 
are is supcrior to the Ideas, and the creative causc in the strict sense is 
inferior to them, looking to the Paradigm as a criterion and rule of pro- 
cedure. The Idea, then, is median between both these, striving towards 
the one, and being striven towards by the other. If it is indeed the par- 
adigmatic cause of whatever is composed in accordance with nature, 
there are no Ideas of things contrary to nature, nor of things made by 
art; and if it is of thosc things only which come into existence contin- 
ually (aei), there would be no Ideas of individuals, since these come to 
be and pass away. 

Now Xenocrates propounded this definition of an Idea as being in 
accord with the views of his master, laying it down as a transcendent 
and divine causal principle, while Socrates in thc present work, on 
hearing Parmenides say, “If you contemplate in your soul both Large- 
ness itself and the many large particulars, yet another unity will appear 
to you over and above these and different from them, which will be 
common to both the One and the Many,” was provoked by this to the 
conclusion that the Forms are not, then, primarily in the Soul, and thus 
that the objects of sense participate in the Forms as they do in Soul. 
When, therefore, some try to discredit the theory of Ideas, cither by the 
Third Man Argument or by the one about the No-man (Outis) emptily 
fabricated from the many particular no-men, ” the onc being conceived 


” The Third Man Argument is known to us from Aristotle, De Ideis, fr. 4 Ross (ap. 
Alex. Apbr. Ju Met. 84.21-85. 11 Hayduck), and Mee. I, 9.990b17. It had various forms; 
ste Ross's note ad loc. in his edition. As for the “Outs” argument, Chrysippus wrote a 
book with chis title (Diog. Laert. VII, 198), but from ibid. 82 it seems that it had nothing 
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of on the basis of the single form of Man and the many particulars, the 
other on the basis of the many particular no-men, these and all similar 
objections we shall refute, admitting the force of the infinite progres- 
sion of similaritics against those who hold that the Forms are coordi- 
nate with their participants, and that the common qualities are to be 
counted as inherent in the many particulars, but not against those who 
say that they are productive of particulars from a transcendent and sep- 
arate level, maintaining that the progression from distinct particulars to 
primary and self-substantiating cntities devclops not through negation 
of qualities but through Forms and in Forms. For how could we attain 
to form and limit and bound through things boundless and formless? If 
we ascend from forms in matter to seminal reason-principles, we will 
find an element common to both of them—incompleteness; if we as- 
cend further to natural reason-principles, we will find as the common 
clement the fact of their having their activity bascd in body; and if we 
ascend from thesc to the reason-principles on the level of soul, we find 
a common element in the temporal nature of their creation. But if we 
ascend as far as the Forms proper, we will not find anything in common 
between these and all those other things; for they are perfect, and their 
activity is entirely incorporcal and eternal and transcending all genera- 
tion. For these are the characteristics of all generation, incompleteness 
in oneself, divisibility, temporality, from all of which the Forms are 
free, and thus transcend all things of this realm, having nothing in 
common with them, so that it is no longer possible to make the tran- 
sition to any further common entity. It is becausc he realised this that 
Parmenides introduced the problem arising from the ‘communion,’ 
which caused Socrates also to admit a difficulty conccrning the mode 
of participation in the Forms. 

As we said, then, in connection with the previous problem that the 
Forms both are present to their participants through imparting a share 
in themselves, and are not present by reason of their transcendent es- 
sencc, even so in the case of the second problem we shall say that the 
Forms both commune with their participants and do not commune 
with them; to the extent that they illuminate them from their own es- 
sence, they commune with them, but to the extent that they are un- 
mixed with what thcy illuminate, they do not commune; so that it is 
not for themselves, but for the things derived from them, that they 
have generated a certain degree of likeness. For this reason, indeed, it 





to do with an argument against the Ideas. It may, however, serve as testimony to an eat- 
lier form of the argurnent in the Peripatetic School. Presumably, the argument consists 
in claiming that, since no one (outis or oudeis) can serve as a general term in statements (“no 
one came,” “no one is here}, on Platonic principles there must bea Form of it. The outis 
form will be a reference to Odysseus’ trick against the Cyclops. 
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may be said that they commune in some way through these means with 
those entities which receive them, but this communion is not that of 
synonyms, but rather of primary and secondary participants in a term. 

So much, then, for that. That Plato also considers absurd this proces- 
sion to infinite multiplicity he makes clear in the present passage. 
Therefore there are according to him no Forms of particulars, since that 
would involve an infinite number; nor is the part the same as the 
whole, for there would follow from this a multiplicity defying distinct 
divisions, since all parts would have equal status with the whole. It 
must therefore be in some other manner that infinity must be under- 
stood in the realm of Forms, an infinity of power rather than an infinity 
of number.* It is not proper, eithcr, that one should have unlimited 
Multiplicity following directly upon the One, for the Limited is nearer 
to the One (Cf. Phileb. 16cc). In the realm of numbers, furthermore, 
the numbers contained in the Decad are nearer to the Monad than those 
outside.it. For where would the four among the tens derive from, ifnot 
from the four among the units? And whencc the five, or any other 
number among the tens, if not from the unitary numbers? So then 
those entities which are nearer to the first principle have their multi- 
plicity compressed, but their power more developed than those more 
remote from it.*! They are limited in respect of quantity, but are in- 
comprehensible to the secondary entitics by reason of the presence of 
the generative causal principle, being dominated, indeed each by its 
own henad, but dominating in turn all of the numbers subsequent to 
them: 


“But Parmenides,”’ said Socrates, “may it not be that each of these Forms 
is a thought, which cannot properly come into being anywhere but. in 
souls. In that way each of them would be one, and would thus not be liable 
to the difficulties which have just been described.” (132b) 


That the problems about the Ideas are four in number we have said 
at the beginning of our discussion. Of thesc four, then, the first was laid 
down as being as to the bare existence of the Ideas (Bk. III, 784ff.), and 
whether they are distinct from things of this realm, the second question 
asked was simply of what things thcre were Ideas (Bk. III, 815ff.), 
without raising any difficulties, except to the extent that at the end of 
the passage he rebuked Socrates for hesitating to attribute them to 
some objects on the visible plane; the third problem, which concerned 
the mode of participation (Bk. IV, 837ff.), he faced in the aforemen- 
tioned two enquiries, on the clearing up of which, in the manner just 


* Cf. ET, prop. 86. 
5 Cf. ET, props. 61-62. 
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described, we will be in possession of the manner in which the Ideas are 
participated in by those things which bear their names. The fourth 
problem, to wit, where they are situated, is examined in the two ques- 
tions put next, whether they are in souls or rather prior to souls, and it 
will be stated what arc the difficulties consequent upon either alterna- 
tive. It is quite evident, surcly, that there follows upon the second 
problem, which is concerned with the realm of Nature, this third one 
which transfers itself to Soul, so that on the heels of the last statement 
of Parmenides, he came straightway to this hypothesis. When Parmen- 
ides, then, separates the Idea from the forms in nature, and says “If you 
contemplate all these in your soul, the many large things and the one 
thing that generates them, there will appear to you prior to these an- 
other one thing,” Socrates situates this ‘‘one”’ in the Soul, and calls the 
Idea a thought in the soul, and defines its placc as the soul; for the form 
in the soul is both one and incorporeal and is not subject to the diffi- 
culties raised in respect of the previously mentioned entitics. This tran- 
scends the many particulars, not being on the samc level as the many, 
since the latter subsist in Matter, while the former subsist in Soul. For 
there is no common ground between Form and the many particulars, 
as the argument which led to the difficulty was trying to force us'to 
admit; neither as a whole nor in respect of any of its parts is it in those 
things which participate in it, so that it might be shown either to be 
apart from itself or to have a divided existence. It thus avoids the afore- 
mentioned difficulties, and for this reason does not suffer the same fate 
as the previous hypotheses, as Socrates says, the argument being. that 
cach of the Forms is a thought, and remains a single thing external to 
the many particulars. And this has a very compulsive force, which 
leads Socrates to assume that the Ideas have their cssence in some kind 
of thought. When one says “thought,” let us not think that what is 
meant is the object of thought, even as we call ‘‘sensation” what is per- 
ceived by the sense, but rather the acrual thought-proccss which thinks 
the Form is what we are calling the “thought,” the word being used in 
the sense that we call ‘“‘theorem” or “doctrine” that which arises in 
souls concerning facts which arc objects of doctrine or theory.*? For 
which reason Parmenides will compel him to admit that it is the objects 
of thought that are more properly Ideas. This “thought,” then, he de- 
scribes as “coming into being in souls,” by ‘‘coming into being” mak- 
ing it clear that it does not exist cssentially in them. It is this that the 
Pcripatetics have in thcir heads when they go on about the “later-born” 


% Reading Sewpnrav (with Latin trans.) for Greek MSS. éeorSor, to preserve the point 
of Proclus’ remark. 
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form,** which is meant to be quite different from the reason-principle 
in soul; by “reason-principle in soul” I mean that which resides essen- 
tially in souls, from contemplating which we say that the Soul is the 
totality of the Forms, and that the Soul is the place of the Forms, these 
being present in it not only potentially, in Aristotle's words (De An. IL, 
4.429227f£.) but in actuality, according to the first meaning of actual- 
ity, as he defines it (De An. IT, 5.417a22f€.). This, “‘later-born” entity, 
then, which is called a “thought” is obviously different from the rea- 
son-principle in the real sense. For the “later-born” is a dimmer entity 
than the many, inasmuch as it arises from them and is not prior to 
them, whereas the real reason-principle is more perfect than they. 
Whence the former is less substantial than the many particulars, 
whereas the lattcr is more substantial, and inexpressibly more perfect 
than objects of sense. 

That one should not rest content with these “later-born”’ entities, 
but should proceed onwards to the real reason-principles which have 
been allotted their existence from within themselves from eternity, is 
obvious, then, to anyone who looks to the real nature of things. For 
whence has a man the power to do this, I mean “‘to gather together into 
one in thought what proceeds from a multiplicity of sense-percep- 
tions” (Phaedr. 247b7-c1), and to postulate as prior to the visible and 
scparate individuals the one, identical, and invisible Form, whereas 
none of the other mortal animals, so far as we know, has formed the 
concept of any such common entity? For nonc of them has a rational 
essence, but employs only sensation and impulses and sensc-images. 
Whence, then, do rational souls produce these general notions and 
make the progression from perceptible objects to the formation of 
opinions, if they do not possess in their essence the rcason-principles of 
things? For even as Nature possesses the power of creation of things of 
sense by having reason-principlcs within it, and thus moulds and holds 
together the objects of sensc—by the power of the inner eye the outer 
eye, and the finger likewise and all other parts of the body—so also that 
which possesses the power of knowing them on the gencral level, by 
possessing beforehand the appropriate reason-principles contemplates 
their common properties. And it does not derive these common prop- 
erties from the objects of sense themselves; for that which is derived 
from sense-objects is an impression (phantasma) and not an object of 
opinion, and must remain the same, when taken within, as when it was 
originally apprehended, in order that it may not become false or ‘“‘non- 
existent,” but it may not become anything more perfect or noble; nor 

3 dorepoyevyjs, a word used by Aristotle (e.g. Mer. N, 4.1091233), but. in somewhat 
different contexts, mainly biological. Probably Alexander Aphr. used the word in the 
present context (cf. Simpl. Jn Cat. 83.9, an Alexandrian passage). 
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is it produced from any other source than the soul itself. It is not the 
case, after all, that Nature, in producing, produces by means of physi- 
cal reason-principles and norms, while Soul, in producing, will not 
produce by means of psychic* reason-principles and causes. Further, if 
Matter possesses the common clement in the many individual entities 
in its essential state, and is thus essence more truly than individuals (for 
it is eternal, while each of them is subject to destruction, and takes its 
individuality from it; for it is through the form in it that each thing par- 
ticipates in essence), while the Soul possesses only the “later-born” 
common properties, how can we avoid making the Soul of lesser ac- 
count than Matter, if the form residing in Matter is morc perfect and 
more of an essence than that in the Soul? For this latter is what is most 
properly termed “‘later-born,” while the former is cternal; and the lat- 
ter arises from the many particulars, while the former is the principle 
of coherence for the many, and so the latter is an offspring of the for- 
mer. For the impression of the common quality present to us takes its 
existence from bcholding the common quality in individual objects, 
for which very reason it directs its reference to that quality (for every- 
thing directs itself towards its own first principle), and is said to be 
nothing other than a predicate, precisely by the fact of being predicated 
of the many individuals. Furthermore, the general concept in the many 
is narrower in range than each of them; for each of the individual enti- 
ties is amplified by additions and accidental accretions, and the “‘later- 
born” concept comprchends cach of the many; for which reason it 
serves as a predicate for each of these, and the individual is in any one 
of the general concepts as a whole; for this common quality is predi- 
cated not only of the gencral concept mentioned above, but of every 
individual subject as a whole. How, then, could it be composed from 
that source, and out of the common quality in the many? For if on the 
one hand it arises out of the many themselves, where are we to sce that 
infinite number of men, to all of which we apply the same predicate? 
Or if it arises out of the common quality in the many, how can this be 
morc comprehensive than its own cause? It must therefore take its o1- 
igin from somewhere else, and receive from some other source this 
power of comprehending cach form. Of this source, indecd, it is an im- 
age, coming into existence in a way contrary to what one would ex- 
pect, by virtue of reminiscence, on the basis of sense-objects, of the 
causal principle aroused within us. 

I would go so far as to add this, that every proof is made on the basis 
of concepts prior and more august and more universal than itself; 

> Reading Wuxucats (with Latin trans.) for dvotmois of Greek MSS. 

55 An application of Aristotle's principle in An. Post. 1, 11.77a5f1, where in fact Aris- 
totle is denying the necessity for Platonic Forms in this connection. 
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how then can the universal concept be worthy of honour, if it is “later- 
born”’? For in “‘later-born” entities the more universal a concept is, the 
less substance it has, which leads to the species having morc substance 
than the genus. Our rules about the truest type of proof would then 
have to be abandoned, if we lay down that only “‘later-born” universals 
reside in soul; for these are certainly not more powerful than, nor 
causative of, nor prior in nature to, more particular concepts. 

If these results are absurd, it must then follow that prior to the “latcr- 
born” concepts there exist essential reason-principles, which are al- 
ways present and active in the divine souls and those of the classes of 
being superior to us, but which in us are sometimes obscured and 
sometimes operative, and that sometimes on the theorctical level only 
and sometimes on the providential level, when we, in union with the 
gods, take a hand in administering the whole world (cf. Phaedr. 246c2). 

Let it be said, however—to retum to our original subject, that being 
that the true Form is a thought—let it be said, then, that the true Form 
isa thought, but primarily in the sense of a thought-process of Intellect 
in the true sense, in fact of the Paternal Intellect, in which both truc 
beings are thoughts and thoughts true beings. At any rate, the Oracles, 
in explaining to us the Ideas as they exist primarily in that entity, have 
called them “‘paternal concepts” (ennoiai), as being creative thoughts by 
virtue of thc unity in substance of the thoughts with their objects: 


“These arc the concepts of the Father, after which my coiling Fire 
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For the thoughts there are not distinct from their objects, but are rather 
thoughts of themselves; for which reason thcy are truly essences and 
truly thoughts and are both of these together, and for this reason arc 
“concepts of the Father.” Following on the paternal Ideas, in all the in- 
tellectual entities subscquent to the Father, each Idea is again an object 
of thought by virtue of its likeness to Him; nor in the case of these is 
either their activity devoid of essential being or their essence devoid of 
activity, since their thought is co-cxtensive with their essence—with 
the qualification that they are in cach case co-cxtensive with the objects 
of thought on their own level of being, while being thoughts only of 
the objects of thought on higher levels, but not being identical with 
those objects, inasmuch as they are superior to the agent thinking 
them. On the level below all the intellectual levels of being, there are 


5S A critique of Aristotle’s discussion of knowledge of first principles at An. Post. ll, 
19 

» Fr. 3B DP (emended by H. Lewy to read “Evvorar rarpis aide, pedis gudv sikups— 
tov wip, for “Exvoree marpos, aidcipeta a. sikuévov wip of the Greek MSS. Con- 
firmed by Latin trans.; “post quos meus e2hgeevou (sic) ignis.” 
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thoughts and objects of thought distinct from one another in souls that 
are constantly intclligising, in such a way that one clement in them is 
thinking, the othcr being thought; the thoughts here are transitive, 
while the essential reason-principles inherent in the souls remain al- 
ways the same. 

Lastly, in individual souls thoughts are of two types. The one has as 
its object cssential reason-principles; the other results from the assem- 
bling togethcr, by mcans of ratiocination, of a multiplicity of sense- 
impressions (cf. Phaedr. 249b7-c1). It is actually through these that Soc- 
rates says that they “come into being in souls.” That which “comes to 
be,” after all, plainly is not present cssentially. This, then, is the ulti- 
mate ccho of the primal level of thought, in so far as it is both universal 
and resides substantially in the intelligising soul. When we give the title 
of “thoughts” to the projections of the essential reason-principles, by 
virtue of which we understand how the Soul is in a way the totality of 
all the Forms, we must be understood to use the term “‘thoughts” in a 
different scnse from that which we use to describe what is produced in 
the soul as a result of projections from individual sensc-objects; for the 
former arc thoughts of things substantially existent and always present 
in us, constituting images of the realm of true existence, and when we 
come up against these, at that point we become filled with thoughts in 
the true sense, which do not “come into being,” but are projections of 
things we did not know we possessed. We should not, therefore, 
equate these thoughts arising from essential reason-principles with 
what are called by some “notions,’>* even though the terms are almost 
identical (noémata-ennoémata); for these latter are objects stimulated by 
sense-impressions. Nor should we equate them with the incorporeal 
“expressions” (lekta); for their existence is seen as insubstantial and dim 
even to those who postulate it. Nor, in general, should we equate them 
with the insubstantial forms in souls, but rather with those that exist in 
them essentially, and which serve as constituent components of their 
life. 

We must, then, as I have said, ascend from the reason-principles in 
Nature to those in Soul, and not only to the ‘“‘later-born,” but also to 
the essential ones. The “‘later-born,”’ after all, are images of these latter, 
not sprung from the sensible particulars. For it is not the case that there 
is acommon principle of all multiplicities (we do not, after all, postu- 
late universal principles of evil things); nor yet in the case of unique 
things? do we decline to conccive of a common property because of 
their uniqueness. It is from within, then, and from our essential nature, 

38 The Stoics, cf. SUF, 83. ; 
ae As, for instance, the Sun and Moon, and other heavenly bodies, or the Cosmos it- 
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that the projections of the Forms arise, and not from sense-objccts; for 
in that case objects of knowledge would be far fainter than objects of 
sensation. As it is, however, even as knowledge is stronger than sense- 
perception, so the objects of knowledge are stronger than those of sen- 
sation. Universal concepts are objects of knowlcdge, and knowledge 
concerns them. These are therefore stronger and more worthy of re- 
spect than objects of sense; for it is repugnant to reason that causal prin- 
ciples should be inferior to the things they cause; it is internally, then, 
as has been said, and essentially that we possess the Forms. 

These are, then, “thoughts” in another sense, and not in the sense of 
“thought-processes”; for since they are productions of the Intellect 
(nous) one might reasonably call them “‘intellections” (no@mata) as being 
results of the Intellect’s activity, even as we call “art” the results of Art, 
and “nature” the form that arises from Nature; and because all the 
psychic reason-principles arc dependent upon the divine Forms and 
strive towards intelligising them, they might be called “imtellections”’ 
for this reason also. For one can describe as “thought” both the intel- 
ligible object as a thing intclligised, and the activity of intelligising— 
the knowing function of the intelligising agent—even as the activity of 
the thing moved is a motion. But in the Intellect, as has been said, both 
these elements are co-extensive with each other; as for the objects of 
intellection in the Soul, in relation to the thoughts in the Soul, one 
might call them objects of intellcction® as being thought by them, 
while in relation to the Forms which are the true objects of intellection, 
they have the rank of intelligising elements, inasmuch as they become 
objects of intellection for them; for in all cases intelligising elements 
must have a secondary relation to objects of intellection. 

The nature of Intellect is naturally disposed towards the. contempla- 
tion of the Forms; for even on the universal level the Intellect is a crea- 
tor of Form, and the whole creation and the beauty of the sense-realm 
and its order is brought about through the sovereignty of Intellect; and 
neither, if one were to abandon Intellect as a cause, could one compre- 
hend how the essential nature of the Forms can serve as origin for the 
substance of the universe, nor, if one werc to disregard the hypothesis 
of the Ideas, could one maintain the creative activity of Intellect upon 
this realm. Intellect and the Forms are therefore mutually entailed; and 
it is in view of this relationship, it seems to me, that Socrates defined 
the Forms as “thoughts”; and it is obvious that this definition must be 
modified according to the type of Intellect concerned, either universal 
or particular, on the level of Soul or of Intellect itself. He was in fact 
striving towards an intuition of the essence of Intellect, but he fastened 


# Adding (vonra) after vovpuerer in 897.15 (West.). 
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on the intellect of the soul level as the place where these “thoughts” 
should be constantly coming into existence, ascending as he was from 
below through the levels of being contiguous to himself. For Soul, 
after all, is Intellect in extension, and the intellections in it are images of 
the primal ones. Parmenides now leads Socrates from these soul-intel- 
lections onward to the actual Forms at the level of Intellect, in the fol- 
lowing words: 


“Then, is each Form one of these thoughts, and yet a thought of noth- 
ing?” “No, that is impossible.” “So it is a thought of something?” 
“Yes.” “Of something that is, or of something that is not?” “Of some- 
thing that is.” “In fact, of some one thing which that thought understands 
to preside over all the cases, as being some one single idea?” “Yes.” 
“Then will not this thing that is thought of as being one and always the 
same in all cases be a form?” “That again seems necessary.” (132bc) 


From the common elements in particular things he ascended to 
something other than them but immediately proximate to them, to 
wit, the form in Nature, and then on from this to the reason-principle 
in soul, which is of the nature of a thought of some existent thing, such 
as we gave the epithet of “‘later-born,”” which is a true description of 
what arises in souls. But he must proceed onward from here also to the 
actual thought of the essential reason-principle, and from this again he 
must make the transition to Being itself, towards which Socrates is 
now being Ied through the midwifely arguments of Parmenides. 

For since we accept that the reason-principle in the soul is either a 
thought of something or of nothing—but a thought of nothing is 
empty and fictional, as when one tries to form a concept of a hippocen- 
taur or a goat-stag, or, rather, of a “thingumabob” (skindapsos)" or 
something clse quite without substance, for of the first-mentioned we 
form at least some conception—the alternative is, then, that the reason- 
principle in the soul is a thought of somcthing. If it is of something, we 
must then ask is it of something that is or somcthing that is not. It is 
plain, surely, that the reason-principle in the soul is a thought of what 
is. In that case is it not far rather of that Form that ‘‘presides over” all 
those at the level of Soul or of Nature, that Form which we say that 
thought apprehends, ‘‘being some one single idea’’? For that is far more 
really existent than the thought which corresponds to it. Besides, how 
can both the Form and the thought, being two different kinds, preside 
over one and the same thing? If we must makc one or the other of these 
the Form, it is plain that the more dominant should be the Form; and 


51 A common school example ofa meaningless word. like M/ityri, cf. Sextus Empiricus. 
Adv. Math. 8.133. 
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of such a nature we have declared the object of thought to be, which 
presides over all those things of the same type of which are appre- 
hended by the thought; for this is the cause of existence for similar 
things, and not the thought that thinks it. For even as it is not the 
thought that my father is my father that is the cause of mc, but my fa- 
ther himself, so in the case of all causal agencies, it is not the thoughts 
about their existence that the causes of the things dependent on them, 
but they themselves, prior to the thoughts about them, which are in- 
deed the causes of the truth of the thoughts which declare that they are 
the causes of whatever they are causcs of. Those who hold Ideas to be 
mere thoughts mcan by saying that every thought is “of something” 
that the thought is ofthe thinking agent, as if onc were to say that there 
were no such thing as an object of sense perception, understanding 
“perception” as being merely a function of the perceiving agent; and 
for this reason they say that Parmenides is guilty of a logical fallacy. 
But those who hold that thoughts are mutually implied by objects of 
thought define thought (noéma) as being both of the thinker and of the 
entity thought, all three elements being united with each othcr, the 
thinker, the process of thought, and the object of thought; and that is 
not to be wondered at, seeing that in the case of objects of sense-per- 
ception they say that the process of perceiving is the same as the object 
perceived, calling both “perception” (aisthéma). 

If then, the thought is of the object of thought, not only in us, but 
also in the divine and veritable Intellect, it is plain that the object of 
thought is prior to the thought, and it is by virtue of its striving to- 
wards this that the reason-principle in the soul is a thought. For the dis- 
cursive and spatially distinct and transitive aspect of the reason-princi- 
ples in the soul manifests sufficiently in its activities that the intelligible 
Form is something else again, that which unitarily and indivisibly con- 
tains the cause of all the rcason-principles. That is the ‘one thing’’ to 
which he is referring in the present passage, “‘presiding over all,” by 
taking in all the systems of Forms, and which he says is understood by 
the thought as being “some onc single idea.” From this you may gather 
that the intelligising of the universal Intellect also has intelligible ob- 
jects existent prior to it; and neither is intelligising simply knowledge, 
but knowledge of something, nor arc objects of thought secondary to 
thinking agents; for in this case acts of thinking would be prior to these 
and they would not yet cxist. Either, then, the objects of thought are 
ptior to the thinking agents, and hence prior to the acts of thought (for 
the acts of thought are of necessity in the thinking agents, even as acts 
of sense-perception are in the perceiving agents, and all acts of knowl 
edge in general are in the knowers, and not external to the knowers); 
or at least they are in the thinking agents. For at least they cannot be 
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posterior to them, lest, before they come into becoming, these exist as 
actualised thoughts of nothing. But if the objects of thoughts are prior 
to the thinking agents, there must also be another object of thought in 
them, because every thinking entity thinks itself, and everything that 
thinks itself thinks by means of its own faculty of thought, not looking 
outside itself. This is what onc must gather from Plato’s saying that 
“the thought exists,” and not adding that being is external to thought, 
because mind may be distinguished into that which simply thinks it- 
self, and that which thinks both itsclf and the things prior to it, but no 
mind thinks the things postcrior to it except in the sense of containing 
their causes. For the term “object of thought” has three senses, partic- 
ipatively at the level of that which thinks what is prior to itself, sub- 
stantively at the level of that which thinks itself, causally at the level of 
that which thinks what is posterior to itself.* And when the partici- 
pative levcl is operative, then so also is the substantive; for what thinks 
those things prior to itself must also think itself. But where the sub- 
stantive level is operative, it docs not always follow that the participa- 
tive is also; for the primal Intcllect thinks itself only, since it has no ob- 
ject of thought prior to it. And where the causal level is operative, there 
the substantive must be also; for in the process of thinking itself, a mind 
can also think objects of thought postcrior to itsclf. But when the sub- 
stantive level is opcrative, it does not follow that the causal level is op- 
erative—if there were some lowest mind, which would have nothing 
secondary to itself that it could think causally, but which would simply 
think itself and be an object of thought to itself. 

These reflections might occur to you, as [ have said, as a consequence 
of Parmenides' statement that the thought must be “of something that 
is.” He also in the Theaetetus (167a) spoke of opinion (doxa) as being “of 
somcthing”’; from which it is deduced that what is not cannot be the 
object of opinion, and all knowledge is of something, and never of 
nothing. And because unity is morc especially present in things that 
arc, thoughts are dependent upon it;* the phrase “the one presiding 
over all the cases” indicates this. 

We shall not therefore stay our course, as we ascend from one level 
of forms to another, until we arrive at the level of real existence (fa éntas 
onta). For even if we find the Intellect and the objects of intellection 
united together in one nature, the Intellect there will be a plenum of 
forms by virtue of the object of intellection within it; and as we unite 
Intellect and the object of intellection to one another, so also we bring 
together intellections with existence; for the Intellect, being in itself 


82 For the distinction xar' aitiav - Kaé" trapév— are pébegev, cf. ET, prop. 65. 
© Reading ard (= 7 év) for abr of MSS (West). 
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and thinking itself, is at the same time full of objects of thought. And 
even as in the realm of things of sense, whatever appears as a unity is in 
reality a multiplicity, even so in the intelligible realm the dual nature of 
thought and being is substantiated as a unity. Soul, then, in passing 
from its own thoughts to real beings, transfers itself as it were from one 
set of things to another; but the thoughts of Intellect are identical with 
the real beings through the proccss of intellectual self-intention and the 
sameness that prevails in things at that level. 


“And besides,” said Parmenides, ‘“‘according to the way in which you as- 
sert that the other things have a share in the Forms, must you not hold 
either that each of those things consists of thoughts, so that all things think, 
or else that they are thoughts which nevertheless do not think?” “‘That too 
is unreasonable, said Socrates.” (132c) 


He uses two arguments to bring the discussion from thc subject of 
thoughts in the soul to that of the intelligible Forms, which are the ob- 
jects of thought for these thoughts, and are for this rcason called 
thoughts. The first argument is based on the thought itsclf; for Real 
Being is essentially such as to be an object of thought (noématikon);™ 
that Real Being therefore is the Form properly so-called, and that 
which is over all the Forms eternally existent and identical and one and 
already being thought, not just thinking, as is the case with the thought 
in the soul; that there is a difference between a thought as thinking and 
as being thought, is obvious; therefore either both are Forms, and pri- 
mary being will be double and there will not be just one Idea of each 
thing; or else the dominant part of the thought is the object of thought, 
so that this would be the Form, and not the thought. 

The second argument is as follows: everything that partakes of 
thought qua thought must think, and things of this realm partake of the 
Forms, so that if the primary Forms werc thoughts and the things of 
this realm partake of Forms as thoughts, all things would be intelligent 
(noétika); for that which partakes of thinking (which, as we say, is 
thought) thinks; that which partakes in life, lives; and that which par- 
takes in being, exists. So then, the Forms arc not just objects of 
thought, but thoughts of the class of things that are involved in 
thought-processes, and there is nothing strange in the fact that that 
which participates in thoughts should not think. If, then, all things par- 
ticipate in Forms, and not all things participate in thoughts, the Forms 
cannot then be thoughts. One of three consequences would then fol- 


“ This term is of interest, as being attested elsewhere only in the Hermetic Corpus 
(XVI, 4). 
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low—either that those things participating in thought would not think, 
or that the Forms would not be thoughts, or that things that do not 
think do not participate in Forms. Of these, two are plainly absurd; for 
everything participating in thought thinks, since thought is a manifes- 
tation of the thinking process; and things that do not think participate 
in Forms, as for instance lifeless things participate in the Equal and the 
Less and the Greater, which are Forms. So then, Forms are not 
thoughts, nor are thoughts a substantial element in them, but rather 
objects of thought. 

Let us ascend now from particular entitics to the undivided reason- 
principles of Naturc, which does not have the characteristic of thinking 
what is prior to it (for Nature is not only mindless, but also lacks reason 
and even imagination); and from these to the objects of thought which 
preside over the forms in Nature, and which are activities of the intel- 
ligent soul, according to thc definition of them given by Socrates; for 
he says that they come to be in the soul (132b), and are thoughts of the 
soul in the sense of thought-processes. From these we ascend to the 
truc objects of thought; for one may call these causes of all things that 
have acquired form, but not simply thoughts in the strict sensc. So that 
even if the demiurgic Intellect should be termed world-creator and 
cause of all things, it is by virtue of the intelligible element in it that it 
is the cause of the existence of everything, by virtue of its life the cause 
only of things being alive, and by virtuc of its mind only of their think- 
ing. Things must take their start, therefore, not from thinking agents, 
but rather from elements which are objects of thought, in order that 
there may be causes of both things that have mind and things that have 
not. For existence is common to all things, but mental activity is not. 
Thoughts at the soul level are not therefore the primal level of Forms, 
but rather what are the objects of the thought of these, the elements 
that are primally creative and causes to all things of being and unity and 
perfection. 

At this point it is worth raising the question as to why, although all 
things in Intellcct exist in an intellectual mode, not all things of this 
realm that participate in the Forms think, and why, when everything 
on that plane is alive, yet not all the things that are assimilated to those 
things have life. The answer to that is that the decline in levels of being, 
which declines from the primal causes right down to the lowest ones, 
obscures the participation of lower clements in the universal and per- 
fect essences. The proccss of creation, proceeding throughout al] lev- 
els, brings into existence all things according to different measures of 
being, and it is not even the case that all things participate in the same 
Form in the same way, but some to a greater extent and others to a 
lesser, and somc are assimilated to the Form by virtue of one potency, 
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others of two, and others of more than that. And hence it is that so- 
called “chains” appcar,® stretching from the top to the bottom of the 
scale of being; as for instance the Form of the Moon—let us take that as 
an example. At the divine level it appears as the “One” and the “good” 
of the Form; for all things are divinised by virtuc of the Good, as Soc- 
rates says in the Republic (508d), through the light of truth. It appears 
also at the angelic level by virtuc of its intellectual phase, and on the 
daemonic level, to continuc, in the living beings that image that Form 
in thought and are intcllectual—not able yct to imitate it in thinking, 
but rather in living. And many examples of animals in the moon chain 
will occur to you, such as the Egyptian Apis-bull, and the fish known 
as the moon-fish, and many other animals which imitate the heavenly 
form of the moon in one way or another. It appears finally also in 
stones, so that there is a certain stone also connccted with that Form, 
which undergoes waxings and wanings along with the moon in the 
heavens, although it has no share in life. In every case you may observe 
the same situation, and you should not imagine that all things reccive 
all the faculties of their respective Forms, but only in accord with their 
rank on the scale of being, some more, some less.© So it is not the case 
that all the qualities that are present in the Forms also inhere in all their 
images. All that there is of each Form which necessarily appears at all 
levels is that essential characteristics of each Form by which it differs 
from all others; for even though all the Forms are a unity, yet there is 
always one element more prominent in each which marks off its dis- 
tinctive essence, in which all things participate which take their origin 
from it; and this quality it is which makes one “‘chain,” whereas partic- 
ipation in greater or lesser potencies within the Form produces the first, 
middle, and last clements on the chain, the same thing participated in 
at various levels in different degrees. The one Paternal Intellect defines 
for all other entities the measures of their participation and the contri- 
butions of cach to the cosmos, assuming in advance the beginnings and 
middles and ends of cach chain of Forms, and decrees how far the char- 
acteristic quality descending from each must reach. 

We must add to this that, there being different degrees of participa- 
tion, the first to leave the participating entities are the lowest character- 
istics of the Forms, second are the more universal ones, and appearing 
inall the end-products equally are the primarily creative ones which are 
most closely akin to the One; for cach Form is both a unity and a mul- 
tiplicity, the multiplicity not filling out the unity by means of addition, 
but rather the unity giving substantial existence to the many character- 


® For other discussions of thisimportant concept, cf. ET, props. 21, 97-102, 110-112. 
% He has said much of this earlier, at 874, including the remark about the moonstone. 
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istics contained within it. For it has existence and life and intellect on 
the unitary level, while of the things produced in accordance with it 
some participate in all of these, others in existence alone; since in the 
Forms themselves the intellectual element derives from the one (Intel- 
Icct),©” life from the unparticipated Life, and being from the One 
Being, as indeed thcir unity springs from the henad beyond beings. 

Enough has now been said about the underlying doctrines. As for 
the two arguments by mcans of which he ascended from Soul to Being 
itself, one of them he has concluded in the passage quoted just previ- 
ously, saying that “the Form itsclf as object of thought will be always 
existent and self-identical in the casc of all the Forms,” and that this is 
prior to the thought in the soul. For the object of thought is superior, 
as has been said, to the thinking agent. For even if the thinking element 
is Soul, the object of thought Intellect, still Intellect is superior; and if 
Intellect is the thinking clement, and the Intelligible the object of 
thought, the Intelligible is superior. 

The second argument he examined as a whole in saying that if the 
things of this realm participate in the Forms, and the Forms ate 
thoughts, the things of this realm would then participate in thoughts; 
and what participates in thought must necessarily think; but if thoughts 
were to participate in them (sc. the Forms), this would not necessarily 
follow. Therefore, the primary Forms are not thoughts. 

This argument not only shows us that the Forms are not primarily in 
Soul, but also that they are prior to Intellect; for Intellect, thinking itself 
and the objects of thought prior to it, qua Intellect, is appetitive, but qua 
object of thought is an object of appetition; of these two elcments, one 
is more akin to the Good, the other less; for the Good also is an object 
of appetition, but is not itself appetitive. It follows necessarily, then, 
that, whereas the reason-principles in Nature are neither intelligible 
nor intellectual, it is through the medium of these that there is brought 
about our ascent to the intelligible Forms. There will then be, prior to 
unintelligent Nature, the whole intellectual order, and this of two 
types, transitive and intransitive. In so far as each entity intclligises, it 
strives towards the intelligible akin to it, as we have said. | certainly 
mean the intelligible to be prior to this Nature because neither Nature 
nor body arc intelligising entities. Then prior to this we have the being 
that both intelligises and is intelligible, such as is the intellectual Form 
or Form in Soul; and above this there is the Intelligible itself. For there 
must also be prior to this, which shows in itself a certain duality, the 
Intelligible itself on the primal level, and this is participated ‘in by In- 

tellect and, through Intellect, by Soul. We must, then, not only transfer 
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our attention from the Forms in Soul to the intellectual entitics as being 
objects of intellection, but on from these to the intelligibles proper, 
from which Being is imparted to all the Forms. Thus the midwifery of 
Parmenides has led the argument from the lowest entities to the most 
primal, demonstrating that we must not think of participation in the 
Forms as a corporeal process, nor yet a’physical one, nor even as a 
psychic one, but one proper to intellectual and intelligible Forms. 


“But, Parmenides, it appears to me very likely that the case is as follows: 
that these Forms stand fixed as patterns, as it were, in the nature of things; 
the other things are made in their image and are likenesses; and this par- 
ticipation they come to have in the Forms is nothing but their being made 
in their image.”’ (132cd) 


Socrates, having been led up to a comprehension of the Forms at 
their intelligible level, guided by the midwifery of Parmenides, now is 
of the firm opinion that he has worked out the order and the manner of 
participation in the Forms, saying that the Forms “stand fixed in the 
nature of things,”’ and the other things come to be in relation to them; 
what else does he mean by that than that he is allotting to the Forms 
motionless and unchangeable essence, and to the things that come to 
existence in dependence on them an essence which is tossed about in the 
realm of generation? For this is the distinction he makes between 
“standing fixcd’’ and “‘coming to be,” making his own distinction here 
between that which is always identical and in the same state, and that 
which is never in the same state, but only in process of gencration, even 
as Timaeus (Tim. 35a) and the Eleatic Stranger in the Sophist (256aff.) 
distinguished apart Becoming and Being. 

Thus he analyses, then, the distinction betwcen these two. And he 
brings on at the same time the question of the method of participation, 
by way of solution to the difficulties introduced previously, declaring 
it to bean “‘assimilation” (homoidsis), in order that hc may not be forced 
to say the things of this realm share in the Forms either as wholes or as 
parts, nor that the Forms are coordinate with the things of this realm. 
For the pattern is not present to the image, nor is it coordinate with it. 
Participation, then, takes place by assimilation. He has introduced this 
concept by cailing the Forms patterns and the things participating them 
likenesses, and this participation for this reason assimilation. And he 
has placed so much confidence in this argument, that, whereas he had 
formerly sworn that it was no easy thing to define the naturc of this 
participation and how the Forms come to be in sensibles, now he says 
that “it appears to him very likely’’ that this is the method of partici- 
pation, and by his use of the phrases ‘‘very likely’’ and “‘plainly ap- 
pears” (kataphainesthai) rather than simply “appears’’ (phainesthai), he 
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shows that he is especially confident about this theory. He has arrived 
at this position both through his own intellectual acuity, and through 
Parmenides’ faculty for bringing to fruition his spontancous notions 
about divine things. This makes it plain that the method of these dis- 
cussions is midwifely, not contentious; for othcrwisc Parmenides 
would not have caused his interlocutor to make progress and to grow 
always more perfect in his concepts. For the end result of ‘‘midwifery” 
is the eliciting of the thought hidden within the interlocutor, but of a 
verbal contest victory over the opponent and the reduction of him to 
complete perplexity. If, then, Socrates riscs to new heights on the head 
of each problem raised, and perfects and articulates his ideas about the 
primal Forms, it must be said that he is having his ideas brought to 
birth by Parmenides rather than being overthrown, and that this action 
is performed for his improvement rather than his defeat. 

This, at any rate, as has often been said before, is the form of the dis- 
cussion. Let us consider now in what way Socrates’ present hypothesis 
constitutcs an advance, without constituting a complete solution. He is 
correct in so far as he has grasped the notion of intellectual and real pat- 
terns, and in that he has defined their characteristic, declaring that they 
“stand fixed,” and, further, that the other things are assimilated to 
them; for being stable and being always in the same state is character- 
istic of the Forms, which are cternally both cxistent and active. For that 
being always the same and in the same statc is proper only for the most 
divine of things is said by the Eleatic Stranger; and “‘standing fixed” is 
nothing else than ‘“‘bcing always the same and in the same state,” as he 
lays down respectively in the Sophist (249b) (and in the Statesman 
(269d)).* If, then, Socrates says that the Forms “‘stand fixed,” and what 
stand fixed are stated to be ‘“‘always the same and in the same state” in 
the Sophist, and what are “always the same and in the same state”’ are 
defined in the Statesman as the most divine of all things, it is plain that 
the Forms would then be the most divine of all things, and no longer 
thoughts of souls, but transcendent over all such things. 

In these assertions, then, hc was correct, and also in that he postu- 
lated as prior to the multiplicity in them a unity; for by the phrase “in 
the nature of things” hc indicates the single henad of all of them. Plato, 
after all, was accustomed to apply this term ‘‘nature” also to the intel- 
ligible realm. At any rate, Socrates in the Philebus (30d) talks of a royal 
mind and a royal soul existing in the nature of Zeus. And Timaeus says 
(Tim. 37d), “It happened that the nature of the living being was eter- 


“ Reading pévmov for yovenov of MSS, since the idea of productivity seems irrelevant 
here (West.). 

The rd wév earlier in this sentence seems to require a balancing clause such as that 
provided (West.). 


266 


909 


COMMENTARY 


nal,” referring here the term “nature” to the mould of the intelligible 
Ideas, and by saying that it is eternal asserting that it “‘stands fixed”; to 
prove its “standing fixed,” he says that Eternity remains in one state, 
whereas Time is in motion and has its existence involved with genera- 
tion (Tim. 38b); just as now Socrates has allotted the quality of gener- 
ation to those things that participate in the Ideas. Such, then, is the “na- 
ture” mentioned here, the single henad, and such is the transcendent 
status of the intelligible Forms. 

So much, then, as I said, of Socrates’ statement is correct. But in so 
far as he allots only the quality of being a pattern to the Forms and not 
also the qualities of bringing to fruition and preserving things, in this 
he would seem still to have an incomplete grasp of the correct doctrine 
about them. Each Form is not only a pattern to sensible objects, but is 
also the cause of their being; for thcy do not require any other force to 
produce things in their own image and to assimilate to themselves the 
things of this realm, while remaining themsclves inactive and motion- 
less and without any productive capacity, like wax moulds in this 
realm, but rather they themselves produce and generate their own im- 
ages. It would be absurd, after all, if the reason-principles in Nature 
were to possess a certain creative power, while the intclligible Forms 
should be devoid of any causal role in creation. So then, every divine 
Form has not only a paradigmatic aspect, but a paternal one as well, and 
by virtue of its very being is a generative cause of the many particulars; 
and not only this, but is a cause of completion to them; for it possesses 
the faculty of leading the things of this realm from an incomplete state 
to completion and of conferring goodness upon them, and of filling out 
their lack, and leading Matter, which is all things potentially, to being 
actually all that it was potentially before the creative onset of the 
Forms. The Forms, you see, have also this perfective faculty within 
them. 

But have they not also the faculty of preservation? And where would 
the indissoluble creation of the universe come from if not from the 
Forms? And whence arise the reason-principles that stand fixed and 
preserve unbroken the single sympathy of all things, those reason- 
principles through which the cosmos remains complete, no Form 
being absent from it, other than from the steadfast causes, even as 
change arises from moving causes? The divisible and dispersible qual- 
ity of bodies, after all, is compressed and held together by no other 
agency than the indivisible power of the Forms; in and of itself, body 
is prone to division, and it requircs the cohesive force of the reason- 
principles. And if it is the case that unity is the prior condition of this 
cohesion (for everything that causes cohesion in others should itself 
first be one and indivisible), the Form would then be not only gencra- 
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tive, as we said, and conservative and perfective, but also cohesive and 
unificatory of all secondary entitics. 

Socrates should then, one might say, not have concentrated only on 
the assimilative power of the Forms, but should also have examined 
their other powers, and on that basis have defined the mode of partic- 
ipation in them, calling this participation assimilation, certainly, but 
also declaring it to be cohesive and conservative and perfective of what 
is assimilated. This is indeed what Timaeus (Tim. 32c) is teaching us 
when he declares that the cosmos is perfect and indissoluble by reason 
of its assimilation to the perfect Living Being. 

We might reply that Socrates, in calling participation an assimilation, 
has included all these concepts. For things that are assimilated to what 
“stands fixed” are necessarily indissoluble, and are held together by 
their own reason-principles, and are conserved in their essence by 
them; otherwise they would not be “‘similar” to the things that ‘stand 
fixed,”’ being borne along on the restless flow of generation and scat- 
tered in all directions from their original statc; nor would those others. 
be immovably patterns if they were not pattcrns of things that resem- 
bled themselves, so as to be “‘like” the immovable essences. This is the 
reason why we say that there are no Ideas of particulars, but only of 
those things that are eternal in the sphcre of generated and unstable 
things. Let no one, then, criticise our term “pattern” (paradeigma) as 
being a metaphor taken from patterns in this realm, which are percep- 
tible by sense and inactive and requiring other agents to act on them. 
Socrates, after all, did not actually call the Forms patterns, but “‘pat- 
terns, as it were’; this qualification serves both to remove from the pat- 
terns familiar to us their sterile and lifeless aspect, and to reveal the pri- 
mally active and image-generative principle within the Forms. And let 
us not scparate apart the pattern and the crcative principle, but rather 
combinc them in one and contemplate both together; for the paradigm 
by virtuc of its very essence brings into being that which is modelled 
upon it, and the creative principle, in creating by virtue of its very ex- 
istence and in making like to itself whatever comes into being, and pro- 
viding to it secondarily whatever is within itself primally, also estab- 
lishes itself in the rank of paradigm, so that the one entity is creative as 
a paradigm, whilc the other is a paradigm in a creative manner; for it is 
proper toa paradigm to be capable of creating something like itself, and 
to a creative principle to produce Becoming rather than Being. For this 
reason in the Philebus (26df£.) he says that everything that creates. pre- 
sides over what comes to be, and whatever comes to be comes.to be 
through some cause; and in the Timaeus (31a) he says that the paradigm 
is a paradigm of an image, for cach of them is a relative term; the one is 
spoken of in relation to generation, the other in relation to image. 
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Nevertheless cach is implied in the other, the creative principle in the 
paradigm under its aspect of paradigm, and the pattern in the creative 
principle under its creative aspect. 

There is, then, one unifying principle that brings together in those 
entities both the paradigmatic cause and the creative, exccpt that there 
are creative principles of many things in so far as they arc generatcd, 
whereas there is no paradigmatic cause of them; these are individual en- 
tities, which come to be as individuals, but yet do not have paradigms 
as such. So let us then not make an absolute distinction between the 
paradigmatic and the creative cause, but only in the manner stated, nor 
let us say that the activity of the paradigms on things of this realm re- 
quires the aid of any other types of Form, such as those in Soul or in 
Nature. For their activity is present transcendentally everywhere to 
everything, and binds together secondary entities by means of the gen- 
erative abundance of the divine Forms, whilc they give completely of 
themselves to all things assimilation in respect of their whole being. 


“Well, ifa thing is made in the image of the Form, can that Form fail to 
be like the image of it, in so far as the image was made in its likeness? Or 
is there any way that what is like can avoid being like what is like it?” 
“No way.” “And must not the thing which is like share with the thing 
that is like it in one and the same Form?” “It must.” “And will not that 
in which the like things share, so as to be alike, be just that Form itself?” 
“Certainly.” (132dc) 


Socrates has defined the Forms as “‘patterns standing fixed,” and has 
called the things of this realm “likenesses” of them, and for this reason 
has termed participation ‘‘assimilation,” and in all these questions has 
secmed to produce imperfect theories (for the Forms.are not only pat- 
terns, but also productive and perfective and conservative of sensible 
objects, as we have said; nor are the things of this realm simply like- 
nesses, but also products of the former, protected by them and gaining 
all their completeness and coherence from that source)—unless, in- 
deed, as we have said, under this one term of “likeness”’ of the things 
that come to be to the fixed Form, Socrates intended to include all these 
characteristics. At any rate, once Socrates has proposed this formula- 
tion, itis with truly divine acumen that Parmenides agrecs that, as Soc- 
tates says, “‘these patterns stand fixed in the nature of things,” as 
though he had quite-correctly uttered their intelligible cssence. But 
smce he had undertaken to solve the first problems about participation, 
introducing the notion of assimilation and of participation in the mode 
of assimilation, designed to free us from the difficulty about whole and 
part, Parmenides, wishing to reveal the primal and universal causality 
of the paradigm, transcending all relationship of whatever kind with 
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the things assimilated to it, shows that even if the sensible object is 
“like” the intelligible Form, it is still not necessary that this relationship 
be reciprocal, and the Form be said to be “‘like”’ it, lest prior to these 
two “like” entities we should go in scarch of some further Form as 
cause of the likencss between these two; for things that are like one an- 
other have in every case in common some identical quality, and it is in 
virtuc of this identical quality in them that they are said to be “‘like.” 
Once this has been agreed, then, that the participated entity and the 
participating, the paradigm and the image, arc like one another, there 
will be prior to these another thing that causes their likeness, and this 
progression will continuc to infinity. 

To this Socrates should have replied that “like” has two senses, one 
the likeness of two coordinate entities, the other the likeness which in- 
volves subordination to an archetype, and the onc is to be seen as con- 
sisting in the identity of some one reason-principle, while the other in- 
volves not only identity but at the same time otherness, whenever 
something is “like” as having the same Form derived from the other, 
but not along with it. 

These questions have been raised from a logical perspective to pro- 
pound problems. If, however, you wished to transfer them to the mul- 
tiple levels of the Forms, then you would discover the depth inherent 
in them. For the Forms in Nature are distinct from and prior to sensible 
objects, and the Forms in Soul are different again, and so are the Forms 
in Intellect, and there are no others prior to these; these latter are, then, 
solely patterns and in no way “‘like” the things below them, while the 
Forms in Soul are both paradigms and images, and inasmuch as both 
they and the entities inferior to them arc images, they are “‘like’”’ each 
other in so far as they exist in rclation to the same things, the Forms in 
Intellect. The Forms in Nature are in the same situation; for they are 
intermediate between the Forms in Soul and sensible objects, and are 
“like” sensible objects, not as being patterns of them, but inasmuch as 
both are images of what is prior to them. But those things that are 
solely patterns are no longer “like” their images; for things are “‘like” 
that have some property in common, and they, being primal, do not 
have properties. 

This is all on the philosophical level. One might also approach the 
question theologically. The Forms in the cosmic Intellect are one thing, 
and those in the demiurgic Intellect are another, and there are others 
intermediate between these, which are in the Intellect that is partici- 
pated, but which is yet supracosmic and binds the Forms in the cosmic 
Intellect to those in the unparticipated Intellect. Since, then, the Forms 
exist on so many levels, in the case of some the relation of likeness is 
reciprocal, and in the case of others not, as in the case of the demiurgic 
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Forms; for they are superior to the assimilative level of Forms, which 
we identified as being that of the participated but supra-cosmic Intel- 
lect. The Forms on any level below this one are assimilated in one way 
or another both to each other and to those prior.to them, but the Forms 
in the unparticipated Intellect are superior to the assimilative level, so 
that sensible objects are assimilated to them, but they are no longer as- 
similated to sensible objects. For if they were, we would not yet have 
reached a resting-place, but would have to proceed to infinity, no- 
where able to discover the originating point of assimilation. 

If one begins from the bottom, one can say that the Forms in the In- 
tellect of the universe and the Forms in Soul are “like” one another, in 
so far as all these are secondary to the assimilative Intcllects and as it 
were brothers to one another. To those, however, who ascend as far as 
the unparticipated Intellect, it is no longer possible to say this; for the 
assimilative order is an intermediate one and not superior to both of 
these; and being intermediate, it only assimilates sensible objects, 
which are inferior to it, to the intellectual realm, and not the other way 
round, the intellectual to the sensible; for it is not right for the second- 
ary to give anything to what is prior to it, nor for the prior to receive 
anything from things secondary. In order, then, that Parmenides may 
reveal to Socrates these patterns as being intellectual, certainly, but es- 
tablished in the unparticipated Intcllect above the assimilative intel- 
lects, he demonstrates that the relationship of the Forms with the things 
of this realm should not be scen as reciprocal; for this is the condition 
of secondary things in respect of the assimilative cause, being bound 
together by it as it extends its activities from above upon both classes 
of thing, the assimilated and those things to which they arc being as- 
similated. 

This has becn on the theological level, as wc have been enumerating 
the various orders of Forms, those in Nature, those in Intellect, and 
those, as we have said, situated cither at the level of the participated, 
intracosmic Intellect, or at that of the unparticipated Intcllect, and the 
assimilative order of Intellects situated in the supracosmic and partici-. 
pated Intellect, as the second Hypothesis will make clear to us,”’ and as 
the divine utterance of the theologians on these subjects has taught 
those who have correctly understood them. We may also, however, 
consider philosophically, in the case of Like and Unlike purely on the 
level of the Forms which are median between the most generic and the 
most particular types of Form, how thcy serve the most generic in the 
work of assimilation by acting only on the participating entities, but 

* Not extant, but recoverable in part from Damascius’ commentary on Proclus’ com- 


mentary, Dub., chs. 127-190, vol. II, pp. 5. 1-67.10 Ruelle. Damascius discusses the “‘as- 
similative order,” however, only at chs. 338ff. 
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not on the others as they are prior to themselves; and cooperating with 
the individual among the Forms, they give both to them and to those 
things which come into being in dependence upon them participation 
in themselves, giving them a sharc in Likeness and Unlikeness; so that 
in the case of these it is true that Likeness is reciprocal—not, however, 
in the case of all classes, so that it is false that reciprocity extends to all 
levels alike. 

How, then, does he demonstrate this? If, he says, the things of this 
realm are ‘‘like” the Forms, the Forms will also neccessarily be like 
them; and knowing in what way this is falsc, he yct persists in ques- 
tioning Socrates, in ordcr to stir him up to a proper distinguishing of 
the types of likeness with the words, “Or is there any way that what is 
like can avoid being like what is like it?” To this premise he adds the 
next proposition, that like things participate in one and the same Form, 
in virtue of which thcir likencss exists; there is, then, prior to the Forms 
some further Form, which is the most dominant of all. And you see 
how, if this argument is taken as has been said, in referring to the Forms 
infcrior to the assimilative order, and in respect of the most particular 
Forms which are ranked after the Like and the Unlike,”! there is noth- 
ing marvellous in the fact that all the secondary entities should partici- 
pate in the actual assimilative cause, as being more perfect than them- 
selves; but ifit is taken as referring to the unparticipated Forms, it is not 
true. And it is in that connection that Parmenides refutes Socrates; for 
the primal Forms must have no other Form grcater than they; and if this 
is so, then the relationship with them is not reciprocal; and if this is so, 
they are not secondary to the assimilative Forms; and if this is so, being 
intcllectual, they are also unparticipated. For thesc are in the category 
immediately superior to these gods. 

We shall say, then, that the things of this realm are like the primal 
Forms, related to them through the assimilative causal principle, but 
not vice versa. For what is like is indeed sometimes like what is like it, 
when both participate in one principle which likens them to each other, 
but sometimes it is like a pattern, when one thing is likened to another 
as superior to inferior, the latter being “likened”’ to its pattern, and the 
former being the pattern of that which is like it. The demiurgic Ideas, 
then, are superior to the assimilative, being intellectual in essence, and 
having been allotted their existence on the level of the unparticipated 
Intellect and for this reason being solely patterns, and no longer “like” 
the things that have comc into being in dependence upon them. 

This, then, is clear. Well, then, must one describe cach Form itself as 


71 The “like and unlike” of Parm. 147c1-d4 is equated with the assimilative order in PT 
VI, 14. See vol. I, p. Ixix of Saffrey and Westcrink’s edition. 
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like or unlike the things that have come into being in accordance with 
it? Some in the past have used the term “unlike,” while others have 
talked of “neither like nor unlike”; for “‘like” and “unlike” are not, 
after all, they say, contradictory opposites. It seems to me that onc 
must first analyse the concept “unlike’’; for onc calls “unlike” both 
what partakes in Unlikeness, and that which is declared to be the con- 
tradictory, which is the same as the ‘‘not-like.”” Then one may divide 
further and say that on the one hand the contradictory is proper to the 
Forms; for this is just what we are saying, that they are not like sensible 
objects, although thesc latter arc likened to them; but the other mcan- 
ing, inasmuch as it betokens participation in the Form of Unlikeness, 
is not proper; for in that casc we would be in the same position as we 
were in the case of Likeness, and the argument would be liable to an 
infinite regress. We will then be enquiring about the concept of Un- 
likeness also, whether it is like or unlike those things which participate 
in it, and if it is like, then there will in turn be a Likeness prior to both; 
if it is unlike, and is so in such a way as not to be according to the es- 
sence of Unlikeness, then Unlikeness is prior to them, and this also in- 
volves an infinite regress; only, as is in fact true, if the Unlike is iden- 
tical with the Not-Likc, one may say that the patterns are unlike their 
images. 

This problem may be solved, then, in this way; but people have 
commonly also raised the following problem: docs the Form Man cre- 
ate only the man of this realm, or docs it also make him like to itself; in 
other words, docs it give to it substance only, or also assimilation to 
itself? For if it bestows substance only, it is not making an image of it- 
self, since itis not making somcthing like itself; if it also bestows assim- 
ilation, what is left to be the work of Likeness, since each of the Forms 
is sufficient to produce a generated entity similar to itself? In answer to 
this I would say that all the Forms cooperate with cach other and beget 
together, and I would not artificially distinguish their creative activi- 
ties, but take a total view of the single and undivided harmony that ex- 
ists between them. Man, then, in so far as it participates in the Form of 
Likeness, assimilates to itself the generated entity, and so does Like- 
ness, and their activity is unified; and Horse likewise, and every other 
Form operates both in accordance with itsclf and in cooperation with 
Likeness; and it operates in concert with all the Forms as something dis- 
tinct from each of them, and it creates both man and horsc, but not qua 
man or qua horse, but in so far as they have in common a likencss to 
their patterns, even as those Forms create cach of the two solely ac- 
cording to its form, and in the case of the highest of the Forms, through 
the Forms Like and Unlike, (while in the case of the lower ones, in co- 
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operation with them).”? Wherefore these also extend equally through- 
out all, even if to somc in the relationship of instrumental causc, as to- 
wards superiors, while to others in the relationship of cooperating 
factor, as towards inferiors. And more directly still, you might say that 
Man assimilates to itself the relevant generated entity, and Dog, and 
each of the rest of the Forms, whcreas Likeness assimilates to itself the 
central likencsses; for even as men are images of Man, s0 all likenesses 
everywhere are images of the Essential Likeness; and through the Es- 
sential Man men are assimilated to the intellectual Form of Man, while 
through Likeness all the likenesses in this realm are assimilated to their 
proper patterns, by which I mean that of Likeness. This is the role of 
Likeness, to work both in concert with the other Forms and through 
itself; for it is one distinct thing, and its role consists in the assimilation 
of likenesscs in this realm to itself, in accordance with which cach is 
said to be an image of intellcctual Likeness. And the same must be said 
about Unlikeness; for this in turn is responsible for the existence of all 
unlikencsses among participant entities both as regards each other and 
the participated entitics; its unity contrasted with their multiplicity, its 
transcendence with their relativity. 


“If so, nothing can be like the Form, nor can the Form be like anything. 
Otherwise a second Form will always make its appearance over and above 
the first Form; and if that second Form is like anything, yet a third; and 
there will be no end to this emergence of fresh Forms; if the Form is to be 
like the thing that partakes of it.” “Quite true.”’ “It follows that the other. 
things do not partake of Forms in virtue of likeness; we must look for some 
other means by which they partake.’”’ “So it seems.”’ (132e-133a) 


The falsity of both parts of the statement that the Form is neither like 
the participant, nor the participant like the Form, he proves by means 
of the infinite regression. The proposition that the Form is not like the 
participant was contained in Socrates’ suggestion, which postulated 
that what is like must always be like what is like it. So the composite 
statement is altogether false because of the illogical consequence, and 
the second part of it by reason of the first, in accordance with Socrates’ 
postulate. And thus Parmenides brings the argument round to a refu- 
tation and concludes that it is not in virtue of likeness that the things of 
this realm participate in all the Forms, but in virtue of another, more 
powerful cause—a more correct conclusion. The unifying cause of all 
things brings together the active power of the Forms and the receptiv- 
ity of the things of this realm for the unified fulfillment of creation. The 
causal principles in the cosmos are able to intertwine and link up with 


7% Added from the Latin translation. 
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their participants the assimilative class of Forms; the primary intellec- 
tual Forms, however, can be joined to their participants by this class 
acting as a mean, providing a relationship with those former for the 
secondary entities; but from above and transcendently they are joined 
together by the entities higher than those, that is, the intclligibles and 
the unifying cause of all things itself. And if you wish to regard as a 
third cause of likeness the quality of receptivity, you would not be in 
error; for it is through the fact that this is potentially what the Form is 
in actuality that the generated thing becomes like to the Form. So there 
are three causes of likeness, one on the lower level, as a substratum, an- 
other on the higher level, scrving to bring togethcr the perfecting 
forces and the things to be perfected, and another in the middle of these 
two, binding the extremities together. 

This, then, is the sense in which the argument is correct. For if you 
are looking for the single most potent cause of participation, you will 
not say that it is Likencss, but rather that which is superior even to the 
intellectual Forms themselves. Thesc Forms, after all, arc greater than 
thoge which are constituted according to Likeness and Unlikeness, so 
that they would not only be intellectual in so far as they exist in Intellect 
prior to those in Soul or Nature or the sense-realm, but arc actually in 
the unparticipated Intellect and on the level of the intellectual gods in 
the strict sense. And that is as high as the argument has taken us so far. 


“You see, then, Socrates,” he said, “what great difficulties there are in 
asserting their existence as Forms just by themselves?” “I do indeed.” ‘I 
assure you, then, you have as yet hardly grasped how great they will be, 
if you are going to set up a single Form for every distinction you make 
among things.”’ ‘How so?’’ (133ab) 


In this passage he demonstrates that the essencc of the divinc Forms 
is incomprehensible and indescribable to our mental efforts. For this ar- 
gument presents an insuperable obstacle to anyone who sets out to de- 
fine accurately their substance and arrangement and capacities, and to 
see where they are, first, and how they proceed from there, and what 
quality they adopt in each class of gods, and how they are participated 
in by the lowest entities, and what chains of being they generate, and 
all the other theological questions which one might investigate in their 
regard, 

It is in the interest of demonstrating all this that Parmenides said that 
Socrates had not yet even grasped the difficulties concerning them; for 
he wants not only to define their order, starting from below, but to be- 
hold their essential property, from above. The Forms in Nature, and 
the intellectual Forms in the general and in the proper sense, have been 
dealt with; it remains now to say somcthing about the so-called intel- 
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‘ligible-and-intellectual Forms, and finally about the purcly intelligible, 


How he discourses about these, and how the process of raising diffi- 
culties is used as a cover for this, will already be obvious from what has 
gone before to those endowed with understanding. 


“The worst difficulty will be this, though there are plenty more. Suppose 
someone should say that the Forms, if they are such as we are saying they 
must be, cannot be known. One could not convince him that he was mis- 
taken in that objection, unless he chanced to be a man of wide experience 
and natural ability, and were willing to follow one through a long and 
remote train of argument. Otherwise there would be no way of convincing 
a man who maintained that the Forms were unknowable.” (133b) 


That the theory of Forms teems with very difficult problems is shown 
by the fact that those coming after Plato propound a vast multitude of 
arguments directed towards either its refutation or its confirmation, 
and among those who strive to confirm it, there are varying views 
about the essential nature of the Forms, and on the questions as to of 
what things there arc Forms, about the mode of participation, and about 
all sorts of other problems. Parmenides, however, is not concerned to 
deal with the full range of thesc problems, nor to descend into an end- 
less serics of investigations, but rather, by taking two main problems, 
to encompass the whole enquiry about them, as he does in this next 
passage, in which he shows that the Forms are neither apprehensible 
and knowable by us, nor can they have knowledge and forethought for 
the sense-realm. And yet it is primarily for this reason that we value the 
Forms, that we may exercise our intellects about them and may be able 
to contemplate in them the providential causes of all things. If the 
Forms are not knowable by us, it is going too far even to assert their 
existence; for we are not even in a position to know whether they exist, 
since we do not know their nature and are totally incapable of appre- 
hending them, having no starting point in our nature which would lead 
to such understanding. For even as he who removed intellect and 
knowledge from the realm of existents is not to be trusted in his asser- 
tions about anything, sincc he is removing precisely those faculties by 
which alone things can be known; so also he who overturns our 
knowledge of the first principles does not allow us even to ascertain 
whether they exist at all; for we arc all in the same position in their re- 
gard, if no one possesses the faculty of knowing them. 

Such, then, are the problems arising. Both come about as a result of 
the transcendent nature of the Forms, which we consider to be so tran- 
scendent as to be without any conncction with secondary entities; a 
thing so constituted is alien to us and cannot be known by us, nor is it 
such as to know us. If the transcendent nature of the Forms possessed, 
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along with their superiority, universal omnipresence also, our knowl- 
edge of them would be preserved and their intellectual knowledge of 
secondary entities; for if they are present everywhere, then it is possible 
to come across them everywhere, if only onc makes oncsclf ready for 
their reception; and if they organise all things, they anticipate on the 
intellectual level the causal principle of all that they organise. It is nec- 
essary, then, for those who wish to preserve thcse doctrines to postu- 
late both that the Forms are motionless and transcendent and that they 
penetrate all things. And you see how this in turn follows on what has 
been said just previously in which the non-relative nature of the Forms 
was demonstrated. For neither is the dcmiurgic aspect of them such as 
to involve relation with secondary entities, nor is their non-relational 
and transcendent aspect such as to render them non-communicative 
and alien to things here. 

But as we have often said, Plato’s argument preserves their perfect 
comprehensiveness. Those who came after him, however, fastened on 
only half of the truth. One group was concerncd to preserve the prov- 
idential aspect of the divine causal principle along with its rclationship 
with Matter, by asserting that the divinity penetrates throughout Mat- 
ter. Another group lays emphasis on its unrclatedness at the expense 
of its providence, depriving the divine both of its creative and of its 
providential powcr, stating that intelligibles are something separate 
from this world, and are neither creative of the secondary entities nor 
patterns nor causcs of any other type, unless onc were to describe them 
as objects of striving for sensc-objects; for the whole hcaven, they say, 
dances around them, and its blessedness consists in its appetition of 
them.” But the theory of Plato both preserves on a non-relational level 
the providential aspect of the divine Forms (or, if you prefer, the un- 
moving causes), and the transcendental aspect as cognisant and provi- 
dential of the secondary entities; and it neither destroys their transcen- 
dental superiority in the interest of their universal omnipresence, nor 
their providential governance in the interest of their non-relational 
power. Preserving as he does, then, both these aspects simultaneously, 
it is natural that he should have demonstrated in the previous argu- 
ments, in the form of raising difficulties, that it is absurd to allow a re- 
lationship between the patterns and their participants; and in the pres- 
ent argument, that if one preserves the Forms themselves completely 
without relativity, without adding in what way thcy are both tran- 
scendent and yet penetrate through all things, and are everywhere as 
tegards their providential aspect, while being nowhere in respect of 


% The Stoics. 
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their essence, then we can neither have knowledge of them, nor can 
they have causal and transcendental intellection of our affairs. 

This is what we traditionally reply to those who do not make the in- 
telligibles creative causes of secondary entities: how could the heaven 
have appetition of the divine realm, if it be not derived from that 
source? Appetition would then be a result of chance, if the one is not 
the generative cause, and the other docs not derive its existence from 
that quarter. As things are, it is reasonable that the thing generated 
should strive towards its own source and cause, and it is according to 
nature that the secondary should turn towards the power that creates 
and cognises it. In the case where we do not have a causal agent and a 
causated entity, what is there to create appetition between one and the 
other? How would it strive towards it, having received nothing from 
it? For everything that strives in every case strives after something for 
the sake of acquiring it. If it possessed this thing, appetition would in 
the circumstances be superfluous; but if it docs not, appetition arises in 
all cases from the lack of what something does not have. So that if 
nothing is added from the object of appetition to the appetitors, the 
process of appetition once again becomes superfluous, seeing that 
nothing can be acquired. 

Further, how comes it that only the lowest entity imitates the pri- 
mal? The lowest entity is, after all, incapable itself of generating; all the 
entities, on the other hand, which are median between the highest and 
the lowest strive to produce, and to produce cach according to its 
proper rank; for that which pertains to what is primal of its own nature 
is most worthy of honour and, being most honoured, would not then 
pertain to what is lowest, without at the same time pertaining to the 
median entities, which are closer akin to the primal. Being an object of 
appctition, in any case, pertains to the median entities, whereas it does 
not pertain to the lowest. 

Further, how could the divine stand inactive and ineffectual, while 
this heaven, imitating it as it does, exhibits such creative power in re- 
spect of what is beneath it, so that all its movement and arrangement 
acts upon the whole realm of generation, and turns it and orders it by 
means of a host of immanent reason-principles, penetrating through all 
the living things containcd in each of the elements, down to plants and 
even inanimate objects? For if it is a good thing not to cause generation, 
why does it not imitate in this what is superior to it, being itselfa god 
and striving towards the imitation of that god? Or if it is not good, how 
could it be that something not good pertains to the divine realm, while 
something good pertains to the heaven? And how do we have knowl- 
edge of it, if we do not spring from there, nor partake of the truly ex- 
istent reason-principles from which knowledge by recollection de- 
rives? We would then be without connection to it and alien, being 
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detached from that source of existence. Such, then, must be our reply 
to this sort of argument. 

One must admire the divinely inspired design of Plato, which re~- 
moves in advance, by means of the airing of these difficulties, the er- 
roneous and godless view of the divine Forms, in imitation of the prac- 
tice of Intellect itself, which, even before the secondary creation” of 
evils, created the powers which would eliminate them. That one 
should not present the generative capacity of the Forms as a relation- 
ship with the thing generated or their paradigmatic quality as involving 
an inclination towards the thing set in order, Parmenides has reminded 
us well enough in the previous arguments; for every relation requires 
some other cause which brings it and binds it together, so that there 
would be prior to the Forms another Form which would unite both 
sides of the relationship through assimilation. For relationship is be- 
tween like and like. And that the transcendence of the Forms is not de- 
void of activity and providence, nor alien from secondary entities, he 
demonstrates by raising the present difficulties; for possibly one might 
say, looking to their non-relational aspect alone, that the Forms neither 
know their participants nor are known by them. By raising this prob- 
lem, then, he leads Socrates to an understanding of the manner of the 
transcendental power of the divine Forms. How he concludes that the 
things of this realm are not known by them will become plain to us 
later on; he wants first to establish how we cannot know them. He es- 
tablishes this very brilliantly, by taking as his premise that our knowl- 
edge is of the objects of knowledge of our realm, while divine know]l- 
edge is of things divine and has a certain validity, and not on one level 
only, but in one way if one looks at it philosophically and in another if 
one looks at it theologically. For let us accept that our knowledge is of 
the objects of knowledge proper to our realm; what is there to hinder 
the objects of our knowledge being images of divine objects, and our 
knowing the divine realm through them? Even as the Pythagoreans 
saw in numbers and geometrical figures manifestations of the divine 
order, and by devoting themselves to the study of these tried to derive, 
as it were from imprints, knowledge of things divine. What is there re- 
markable in this, then, if knowledge on our level is said to be of the 
objects of knowledge on our level, and is linked to them? For what a 
thing is said to be relative to, it is taken to be coordinate with. But it 
can also be linked to the intelligibles, not as coordinate knowledge, but 
as subordinate. For instances of coordinate knowledge of all things 
must be distinguished from types of knowledge which are on a differ- 
ent level] from the objects, and either grasp the nature of an inferior 


5 Napundetcerts, a Procline term for incidental generation, particularly ofevils. Cf. In 
Tim. I, 375. 14€F.; U1, 303. 1568. Cf. 829, 26 above, and 987, 5 below. 
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level from a superior perspective, as opinion (doxa) grasps the objects 
of sense, or what is on a superior level from a secondary and inferior 
perspective, as opinion grasps the objects of knowledge. The man ex~ 
ercising knowledge and the man exercising true opinion, after all, cog- 
nise the same things, but the one from a superior perspective, the other 
from an inferior; there is therefore nothing peculiar in knowledge also 
being said to be not of an object of knowledge in that realm, but of 
what is within itself and linked to it, and to relate to that realm second- 
arily, not in virtue of the knowledge that is coordinate with it. 

Plato himself, after all, in the Letters (VII, 342aff.), in saying that the 
intelligible Form is known not by knowledge (epistemé) but by under- 
standing (gndsis), stimulates us to the realisation that a Form is an object 
of understanding and is not an object of our knowledge, but apprehen- 
sible “by intellection with the aid of reason” (Tim. 52a). For under- 
standing of the knowledge-type approaches its intellectual object 
rather more synthetically, whercas intellect is the most proper organ to 
contemplate the Forms, since they themselves arc intcllectual in nature, 
and we in all cases know like by like, by intellect the intelligibles, by 
opinion the opinables, and by knowledge the objects of knowledge. It 
is therefore no wonder that there is no knowledge of the Forms, and that 
there should be rather another type of understanding of them possible, 
such as that which we term intellection. 

If you wished to speak rather on the theological level, on the other 
hand, and were to assert that he ascends to the level of thc intellectual 
Forms to show that the things beyond this rcalm, being Forms and 
transcendent, as indced are the intelligible-and-intcllectual entitics, are 
superior to the reach of our understanding (at any rate he leads to the 
contemplation of those entities souls that have been thoroughly puri- 
fied and united with and following upon the Twelve Leaders (Phaedr. 
247a), you would not, I think, misinterpret the inspired theory of 
Plato. There are, as we know, threc classes of Form prior to the assim- 
ilative order, the intcllectual, the intelligible-intcllectual, and the intel- 
ligible. Of these the intellectual arc immediately contiguous to the sec- 
ondary entitics, and both by reason of their quality of distinctness and 
because the causal principle of our order is linked to the henad of this 
class, are morc available to our understanding: 


Following upon the paternal thoughts, 
I, Soul, dwell. 


as the Oracle says (fr. 53 DP). Plato knows this order of Forms, as has 
been shown elsewhere.” The intclligible-intcllectual are superior t© 


%6 Cf. In Tim. ll, 61.226f., part of a comment on Tim. 32d-33:. 
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our individual understanding, ranged as we are beneath them, whence 
unknowability is proper to them by reason of their transcendent supe- 
riority; for we cannot in our present state project the understanding 
that would be adequate to them. So much, then, for this median class 
of Forms, Parmcnides demonstrating to us that one must not abso- 
lutely separate the intellectual Forms from their participants—not to 
the same extent, certainly, as one would those of the intclligible-intel- 
lectual gods (for they are entirely supcrior to our understanding), but 
rather it is the case that the specific henads, which we have postulated, 
must be open even to our understanding. 

It is possible, then, to approach the analysis of the present question 
on the level both of philosophy and of theology. On the philosophical 
level one may say that it does not follow that, when we dispose of the 
previously mentioned modes of participation, every mode of com- 
munion has then been removed between the sensible and intelligible 
realms. For in that case they would ncither be knowable to us or know 
us, knowability and knowledge being somehow mutually involved. 
On the theological level, the lesson is that one must separate the intel- 
Iectual Ideas from their productions, as one must those beyond that 
level, which are unknowable to our mental efforts, from which these 
have proceeded. 

This much may suffice on the general theory contained in the pas- 
sage. Turning now to examinc the details of the text, we may say that 
it gives us a picture both of what goes to make a worthy auditor of such 
a lesson, and what makes a competent instructor.”’ For the auditor 
must be of outstanding natural ability, that he may be a philosopher by 
nature and enthusiastic for immaterial being, always pursuing and as- 
suming something else beyond what is visible to the senses and not 
resting content with what presents itself, and in general just such a per- 
son as Socrates in the Republic (VI, 490aff.) portrays as he who has a 
natural love of contemplating universal truths. Then he should have a 
wide range of experience, and by this I don’t mean of human affairs (for 
these are of small importance and quite irrelevant to diviniscd life), but 
rather of logical and physical and mathematical subjects. For such 
things as our intellect is not capable of contemplating on the divine 
level it may contemplate on these levels as it were in images, and in be- 
holding them will find repose in their contemplation and will believe 
also in what is said about the higher entities. I mean, for instance, if 
someone were to wonder how many can be in one, and all things in 


__™ The formulation of three conditions for successful study of philosophy is an old one 
in Piatonism, going back ultimately to Aristotle (EE I, 1.1214al6ff, EN X, 
mer but receiving clear exposition in Philo Aér. 52-55, and Albinus Did., ch. 
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something that has no parts, let him think of the number onc, and how 
all the numbers, both even and odd, are demonstrated to be in it, and 
the circle and the sphere, and all the other types of number. If one were 
to wonder how the divine creates by virtue of its simple existence, he 
will recall that in the physical sphere fire heats and snow cools, and so 
with other entitics. If one were to wonder how causes are everywhere 
present to their effects, he will be able.to observe in logic a perfect im- 
age of this; for genera arc always predicated of those things of which 
their species are predicated, the specics along with the gencra, but the 
genera cven without the species. And so in each case where one is not 
able to observe somcthing on the divine level, he will be able to observe 
it on onc of these levels in images. 

One must therefore first of all possess good natural tendencies, 
which arc akin to the realm of real being, and able to “sprout wings” 
and grasp hold of thoughts about Being as firm cables (cf. Laws X, 
893b). For even as for every activity we need some preparation, so also 
for the ascent to true Being we have need of untainted and purified 
knowledge, with the prerequisite of a suitable cast of mind, which one 
might term “good natural tendencies,” inasmuch as they spring from 
the nature both of the universe and of so-called naturally gifted souls. 

Our candidate, then, as we have said, must possess such natural abil- 
ity as this. Next, as has been said, he must possess expericnce of many 
and various disciplines, by means of which he may be raised to an un- 
derstanding of things intelligible. And, thirdly, he must have such in- 
tense enthusiasm towards this study that, when his instructor gives 
only a hint, he may be capable of following such hints by virtue of an 
enthusiasm which concentrates his attention. 

There are threc things, then, which he says are requircd by anyone 
embarking on the study of the intelligible nature—natural ability, ex- 
perience, and enthusiasm. Natural ability will naturally endow him 
with faith in the divine, experience will cnablehim tohold fast tothe truth 
of paradoxical doctrines, and his enthusiasm will stir up in him a love 
of this study, that in this sphcre of activity also there may be Faith, 
Truth, and Love, those three qualities that save souls through the nat- 
ural suitability which joins onc to them. And, if you like, through ex- 
perience he will acquire receptivity in the cognitive part of his soul, 
while through enthusiasm he will gain an intensification of the vital 
part, directed towards the intelligibles, and through natural excellence 
the preexisting basis for both these, since right from birth all these 
qualities havc been granted to him. So the prospective student should 
be of this naturc, and have a character made up of this triad of qualities. 

As for the teacher, having journeyed long before along the same 
path, he will not want to expound the divine truth with claborate ver- 
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bosity, but rather to reveal much through few words, uttering words 
of like nature to the concepts they express; nor will he proceed from 
widely acknowledged and obvious concepts, but will contemplate 
reality beginning from above, from the most unitary principles, taking 
a remote point of departure for his systematic treatment, inasmuch as 
he has separated himself from his immediate surroundings and drawn 
close to the divine; nor will he take thought so that he may seem to 
speak clearly, but he will content himself with indications; for one 
should convey mystical truths mystically, and not publicise secret doc- 
trines about the gods. Such should be the nature of both the auditor and 
the purveyor of such discourses. 

One may take Parmenidcs as an idcal example of such an instructor, 
whence one will be able to gather the manner in which he will deliver 
his discourscs, namely that he will convey much in a small compass, 
that he will proceed from the top down, and that he will discourse only 
in hints about the divine. As for the pupil, he will be naturally apt and 
of an erotic nature, but not yet fully experienced, for this reason it is 
that Parmenides urges him to become practised in dialectic, that he 
may gain experience of technical argumentation. He welcomes his nat- 
ural ability and enthusiasm, and adds to that the bringing up to par of 
what is deficient. The object of this triple excellence he has stated him- 
self, being proof against deception in argument about the divine. For 
he who is deficient in any of these respects will be compelled to agree 
to many false propositions, if he enters naively upon the contemplation 
of reality. 


“Why so, Parmenides?”’ said Socrates. ‘Because, Socrates, I imagine 
that you or anyone else who asserts that each of them has a real being ‘just 
by itself,’ would admit, to begin with, that no such real being exists in 
us.” “True; for how could it then exist just by itself?” “Very good,” said 
Parmenides. (133c) 


The argument now passcs to other problems, of which one results in 
the removal from our souls of the knowledge of real being, while the 
other tries to demonstrate the impossibility of the divine realm having 
knowledge of ours. Following from both of these, the concept of our 
procession from and return to that realm is disposed of. Primary and 
secondary entities are presented as being cleft apart from onc anothcr, 
the secondary being without share in the primary, the primary inca- 
pable of producing the secondary. The truth is, however, thatall things 
are in all in their proper mode, the median classes in the universe and 
the lowest being in the primary ones in a causal mode, which results in 
their being known by the highest in the same way that they exist in 
them. The primary are in the median by participation, and both of 
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these are in the lowest in the same mode. Hence souls have knowledge 
of all things in a mode proper to each—through images what is prior to 
them, causally what is inferior to them, and congenitally and homo~ 
gencously the reason-principles within them. 

These problems, then, are brought up following upon the two 
which were raised before these about the order of the Ideas, because 
Socrates, and everyone who postulates the existence of Ideas, comes to 
this hypothesis for the sake of a knowledge which is on the causal level 
and is acquainted with everything in the cosmos; whence it is that 
somebody,” mocking them, said that they proposed to acquire knowl- 
edge of rcality by doubling it, conceiving of a set of intelligible entities 
prior to the sensible—although even he who said that gave no other 
cause of the eternal motion of things that have circular motion than to 
postulate as many motionless entitics prior to them as there were cir- 
cularly moving entities (Met. XII, 8). So to achieve scientific knowl- 
edge of all things in the cosmos they turncd to the postulation of the 
existence of Ideas, and to their providential administration of all the 
things that come to be in accordance with them. Hence those who 
abolish the Idcas abolish also the providential care exercised by the.in- 
telligible realm, assuming the things of this realm to turn towards these 
as to objects of appetition, while asserting that no influencc comes from 
that quarter to this realm (ibid. XII, 7). 

So, since these two problems are directed against those who postu- 
late the existence of the Ideas for the reasons we have stated, in the in- 
vestigations next following it behooves us to show, first, how the 
postulation of solely transcendent Ideas of existents makes them 
unknowable to us, on the grounds that we no longer have any com- 
munion with them, or any knowledge as to whcther they exist or not, 
and if they are participated in or not, and what rank they have, if, that 
is, they arc only transcendent and are not, in addition to their non- 
relative status, also causes of secondary entities. 

To the consideration of this subject the argument first brings to bear 
certain axioms and common notions. The first is that if the Ideas are 
completely transcendent and on their own, they do not exist at all; for 
how could they exist completely separate both from us and from 
everything clse. For the mind is the place of the Ideas—not “place” in 
the sense that they need a place to situate themselves, as do the acci- 
dents in substance, or the forms-in-matter in Matter, nor in the sense 
that the mind contains them like parts of itself heaped together by a 
process of accumulation, but rather as the centre ofa circle holds within 
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itself the many termini of the lines proceeding from it,” and as a branch 
of knowledge contains a multiplicity of theorems, not being made up 
of this multiplicity, but prior to it and being in its totality in each part 
of it; for Intellect is a one-many in just this way; partlessly, containing 
a multiplicity in its oneness, because it is not the One Itsclf subsisting 
prior to al] multiplicity, but rather having oneness and multiplicity to- 
gether. This, then, is the sense in which it is the “‘placc”’ of the Ideas 
(Arist. De. An. III, 4). So if Soul and Intellect are not identical, then the 
Ideas whose place is the Intellect are not “in us.” 

It is obvious now from this how according to Plato one must sepa- 
rate the intelligible realm from that of souls, and how an account of the 
Forms becomes progressively more complete as it ascends to hypos- 
tases more unificd than they; for such an account docs not any longer 
make them material or natural or thoughts in souls, but something 
prior to all these; for they are not, he says, “in us,” that is, on the same 
level as our mental activities. One might say, speaking in philosophical 
terms, that they are transcendent, and are not “on our level,” and yet 
are present everywhere and are participated in by us, while not coming 
to be in its participants. For the Ideas, while subsisting in themselves, 
are yet available to those things that arc able to avail of them, and that 
which is in any way apt to receive them comes in contact with them, 
since they are present cverywhere; for by virtue of that which we 
possess we also necessarily participate in them. Nor is this true only 
of ourselves, but the levels of being superior to us also, by having ac- 
quired within themselves substantial images of the Ideas, and confront- 
ing these, which are, as it were, traces of the patterns, with the pat- 
terns, come to know through them also those realities of which they 
are images; for they simultaneously cognise them both in their own es- 
sence, and as images of something else; in acquiring a notion of this lat- 
ter fact they must also grasp in their thoughts a notion of the patterns. 

Speaking on the theological level, on the other hand, one may say 
that'the Forms which transcend the intellectual realm are raised com- 
pletely above our level. Of the intellectual Forms themselves we sce 
images both in ourselves and in sensc-objects; the essence of the intel- 
ligible, however, completely transcends, by reason of its unitary na-~ 
ture, both ourselves and everything else, being unknowable in itself. 
Gods and Intellects it fills with itself; we must be content with partici- 
pating in intellectual Forms through our souls. Plato demonstrates this 
truth when he presents our life as double, having both a political and a 
theoretical aspect (Polit. 272b), and happiness similarly as double, and 


* Cf. Plotinus’ images in Enn. VI, 5.5 (centre and radii) and Il, 9.2 (knowledge and 
theorems). 
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traces the one life back to the patronymic supervision of Zeus, and the 
other to the order of Cronus and pure Mind. From this it is plain that 
he refers back our life in its entirety to the realm of the intellectual 
Kings; for the one of these defines the beginning, and the other the end, 
of this order of being. Such entities as are beyond thesc he declares to 
be objects of contemplation for souls that are divinely possessed and are 
being initiated into a mystical vision of these things (Phaedr. 249aff.); 
so that on this level also the foregoing axiom would be truc, since it 
fastens upon some other of Forms. 

So much may be said concerning the subject matter. As regards the 
details of the text, Socrates’ question ““Why so, Parmenides?” shows 
how astonished he is that the intellectual Form should be unknowable, 
and that he does not realise the transition that Parmenides is making, 
and how he is traversing the whole gamut of the Forms, until he comes 
to rest at the actual primary Forms. 

The phrase ‘For how could it then cxist just by itself” is spoken in 
accordance with common notions (koinai ennoiai); for everything that 
is transcendent is in itself and “‘just by itself,” not being either in any- 
thing else or in us. Further, in these three phrases, “‘itself,”’ “‘by itself,” 
and “‘substance,” he has set out the whole truth about the Forms, for 
these describe respectively their simplicity, their transcendent superi- 
ority, and their perfection residing in their essence alone. This being 
the case, let us not make a distinction in the case of the Forms between 
the thing itself and being that thing, as between substance and “being 
a substance,”’ and between thought and “being a thought.” In the case 
of composite entities this distinction is valid, but in the case of simple 
entities it makes no sense. If, then, cach Form simply exists, it should 
also remain in the simplicity proper to its unity, and one ought not to 
transfer to them the properties of composite things. 

It remains to consider the phrase “‘Very good,” which Parmenides 
says not, as onc might assume, ironically and as prefacing a refutation, 
but rather as recognising thc natural aptitude of Socrates and his un- 
derstanding of divine truths; for the axiom that has been accepted is 
true, a fact confirmed by Timaeus’ using it to prove (52a) that real 
being neither receives anything into itself, as Matter does Form, nor 
does it itself enter into anything elsc, as Form does into Matter. It re- 
mains, then, separately by itself even when participated in, and it does 
not come to be one and with its participants, but being itself prior to its 
participants it bestows upon these as much as they can receive; and it 
neither exists in us, for we participate in it not by receiving it itself (for 
what proceeds from it is different from it), nor docs it come to bein us, 
for it does not admit of any coming-to-be whatever. 
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“And further, those of the Ideas which are what they are with reference to 
one another, have their being in such references among themselves, not 
with reference to those likenesses (or whatever we are to call them) in our 
world, which we participate in and so come to be called by their several 
names. And, on the other hand, these things in our world which are ho- 
monymous with the Forms are related among themselves, not to the 
Forms; and all the names of that sort that they bear have reference to one 
another, not to the Forms.” “How do you mean?’’ asked Socrates. 
(133cd) 


This constitutes a second axiom, which helps Parmenides, like the 
former one, to the elucidation of the problem before us. The former 
was, we recall, that the Forms are in no way inherent in us, but are “in 
themselves”’; this second lays it down that the things of this realm can 
be stated to have relationships to each other, and the things of that 
realm also to each other, but not to this realm, nor this realm to that. 
And indeed those who look at these matters from the point of view of 
formal logic remark very well that one should connect general relative 
terms with general relatives, and particular to particular, e.g. knowl- 
edge in general to the object of knowledge in gencral, particular 
knowledge to particular object of knowledge, indefinite relatives to in- 
definite, definite to definite, potential relatives to potential relatives, 
actualised to actualised. The treatises of the ancients on logic and nat- 
ural philosophy are full of statements like this." If, then, in the case of 
general and particular terms, to take these as our example, we should 
not allow interchange in corresponding terms, then far more strongly 
should we disallow it in the case of Ideas and the images of those Ideas; 
but we will relate things of this realm to things of this realm, and those 
of that to that. This principle will be absolutely true, if we consider 
each thing as it is in itself, and not in so far as it does something or be- 
comes something; for in that case we might relate things of this realm 
to those of that realm as coming to be from them, or things of that to 
those of this as creators of them, these to those as images to Ideas, and 
the Ideas to these as models (paradeigmata). If, therefore, we take Mas- 
tership Itself, thought of in its essence as Mastership, it will be spoken 
of only in relation to Slavery Itself; whereas if we take it as a modcl, 
then we will relate to its likeness, Mastership in this realm. Admit- 
tedly, we are accustomed to call the Gods our masters, which might 
scem to be a relating of Mastership in that realm to our slavery in this; 
but this is valid, since we participate in Slavery Itself, towards which 
Mastership Itsclfhas a relationship by priority. And you see how Mas- 


*' Possibly such a work as that of Theophrastus, Mepi xaraddsrses kai krodioews (frag- 
ments in edition of A. Graeser, esp. fr. 4). 
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tership in that realm shows the higher beings to be our masters, because 
we participate in Slavery Itself. On the other hand, Mastership in our 
realm, which is spoken of in relation to Slavery in our realm, cannot be 
said to be in relation to Slavery in that realm as well because Slavery 
there does not derive its existence from the existence of Slavery with 
us, but vice versa. For that which rules among superior levels of being 
must do so among inferior levels as well; but not the other way about. 
We must, then, as I have said, speak of things in themselves of that 
realm in relation to things of this. 

But this question I will return to later on. Let us now deduce from 
all these problems the nature of the primal Idea. From the first we may 
gather that it is incorporeal; for if it were a body, it would not be pos- 
sible to participate in it either as a whole or in a part of it. From the 
second, that it is not coordinate with its participants; for if it were co- 
ordinate, it would have some property in common with them, because 
we would have to postulate another Idca prior to it. From the third 
problem we gather that it is not a thought of Being, but itself Being and 
existent, in order that that which participates in it may not be necessar- 
ily participant in knowledge. From the fourth we gather that it is ex- 
clusively a model and not also an image, as is the case with the reason- 
principle at the level of Soul, lest its having some similarity to that 
which derives from it may involve the introduction of another Idea 
prior to it. For the reason-principle in Soul is a Being also, but it is not 
a model only, but also an image—for the Soul is not Being only, but 
also Becoming. From the fifth, we gather that it is not intelligible to us 
immediately, but only through its images, for the faculty of knowl- 
edge in us is not on the right level to grasp it. From the sixth, that it 
intelligises what proceeds from it not coordinately but causally; for in 
intelligising itself it knows itself as a paradigm, and what proceeds 
from it®? in a secondary way, and by knowing itself as their cause. 

In sum, then, the Idea in the truest sense is an incorporeal cause, tran- 
scending its participants, a motionless Being, exclusively and really a 
model, intelligible to souls through images, and intelligising causally 
the existents modelled upon it. So that from all these problems we have 
ferreted out the singlc definition of an Idea in the true sense. 

If, then, any wish to attack the concept of Ideas, let them attack this 
definition, and not assume them to be either corporeal images (phan- 
tasiai) of their own minds, or coordinate with the things of this realm, 
or devoid of being, or correspondent with our conceptions, or let them 
produce some other sophistic definition such as these, and then fabri- 
cate their arguments on that basis; but let thern bear in mind that Par- 


8 Added from the Latin translation. 
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menides declared the Ideas to be gods, and that they subsist in God, as 
the Oracle also declares (fr. 37 DP):® 


The Intellect of the Father whirred, conceiving with his unwearying 
will 


Ideas of every form. 


For the “fount of the Ideas” is God, and the God in whom it is con- 
tained is the Demiurgic Intellect; and if it is the primal Idea, then it is to 
this that the above definition, assembled from the problems posed by 
Parmenides, pertains. 

Having settled this, then, we must next cxamine, first, whether 
there is relativity also in that realm; and next, in what way this account 
is true, and in respect of what Forms; for each of the problems must 
bring us near to some basic characteristic of the reality. That the term 
“relative” has various meanings you may gathcr from what we have 
often had occasion to say. “‘Relative”’ in one sense applies to mere ac- 
cidents, in which relationship has no essential being, such as “double” 
and “half,” and suchlike, which are the only relatives that the majority 
of logicians are accustomed to consider. There is another type, how- 
ever, which has the nature of substance, and in which relations do in- 
volve real being, as for instance natural right and left; for the right hand 
of an animal is not a mere accidental attribute, but a real reason-prin- 
ciple, according to which the right is said to be the originator of mo- 
tion, and has certain differences from the left which is acquired from 
Nature. It is plain, then, that “relative” has these two scnscs, even in 
the case of these terms just mentioned, for accidental right and left, if 
interchanged artificially, accept the rearrangement, whereas the same 
telations in animals cannot be otherwise, since their composition is nat- 
ural. It is in accordance with this distinction, certainly, that Timaeus 
(Tim. 36c) establishes right and left in the cosmic cycles, postulating 
real powers in them, primary and secondary, leading and following re- 
spectively. 

There is yct another sensc in which “relative” might be uscd, one 
more perfect and mote suitable to self-substantiating entities, in refer- 
ence to cases where a thing, being primarily “‘for itself,” is also ‘‘for an- 
other,” that other thing being also primarily “for itself”; as for instance 
the intelligible is “for itself’ and the Intellect is ‘‘for itself,” and 
through this very relation the Intellect is united with the intelligible and 
the intelligible with the Intcllect, and the Intellect and the intelligible 
are one thing. Whereas a father in this realm, even though he is natu- 
rally a father, yet is not first “for himself,” and only then father of 


® CF. 800.21ff., where the Oracle is quoted more extensively. 
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someone elsc, but he is what he is solely ‘for another.” But in that 
realm any paternal cause is primarily “for itself,” completing its own 
essence, and only then bestows an emanation from itsclf upon things 
secondary to it; and any offspring exists “for itself,” and only then de- 
rives from something else. So when we spcak of things being relative 
to each other in that realm, we must remove from them any notion of 
pure relation, devoid of essence; for nothing of that sort is proper to the 
Gods. Instcad of relativity we must apply the concept of self-identity, 
and prior even to this self-identity the subsistence of each entity in it- 
self; for each thing cxists primarily ‘‘for itself,” and in itself is united to 
everything else. For each, even of so-called relational concepts, is a sin- 
gle Form, as for instance Righthandedness is a substantial Form, cause 
of this relation, and Lefthandedness likewise; so that there is onc rea- 
son-principle which provides to things of this realm the relational char- 
acteristic that appears in them. 

Such an entity There, then, is non-relational, though productive of 
a relation; for it is not somcthing other before it becomes “right” or 
“‘left”’ There; but yet it comes about There also that right and left are 
spoken of in relation to each other and are united together more inti- 
mately than the generality of Forms, because they operate in all cases in 
conjunction with each other, and wherever one is the other must also; 
for among the Forms some necessarily operate to the cxclusion of each 
other, as in the case of opposites, while others operate always in con- 
junction, as in the case of what There too are called relations; others 
again operate in such a way that one always accompanies the other, but 
Not vice versa, as in the case of whole and part. 

Connection by means of participation, then, characterises the po- 
tency of things termed relative There; and corresponding to what is rel- 
ativity in the case of things Here, There we have Sameness. For if, as 
will be stated in what follows, everything is related to everything else 
cither as whole or as part, or as identical or different, it is clear how 
Whole and Part may be viewed in the case of those Forms in which the 
one participates in the other, but not vice versa—Otherness especially in 
the case of opposites, the presence of one of which causes the other to 
disappear; and Sameness in the case of thosc participation in which in- 
volves the union of each to the other, there being no possibility of both 
not being simultaneously present to or absent from thcir potential par- 
ticipants. 

One must, then, conceive of each of the things There termed rela- 
tives as being one separate Form, productive of one relation, but not 
itself being a relation to any subject, even though they are described as 
being “‘in relation to each other” because of their mutually implicative 
conceptualisation, as the argument has shown. It is clear, then, that rel- 
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ative entities There must be conceived of as described above, and not 
in the way proper to things Here; for Here like is like to its like, and 
equal is equal to its equal, and things like each other or equal to each 
other must be at least two distinct things, but There Likeness is onc 
thing and Equality is one thing, and it exists in relation to itsclf and not 
to anything else, nor does it exist in things separate and detached, but 
in itself; for either of the Forms concerned is such as to have its essence 
fixed in itself, and one of a kind and on its own and not in other things. 
The first principles of the Forms and all existing things, after all, in the 
most proper sense, being Limit and Unlimitedness, in discrete entitics, 
Limit generates unity, whercas Unlimitedness generates multiplicity; 
in continuous magnitudes, Limit generates the point, Unlimitedness 
extension; in ratios Limit gencrates equality, Unlimitedness all other 
ratios; and in qualities Limit generates likeness, Unlimitedness gener- 
ates unlikeness. That the morc and less arc of the class of the Unlimited 
has been demonstrated to us by the Socrates of the Philebus (23cff.); but 
everywhere the image of Limit takes hold of what is presented to it of 
Unlimitedness and makes limited those things that had hitherto been 
unlimited by virtue of their own nature, the monad imposing numer- 
ation on multiplicity, the point imposing bound on extension, equality 
imposing measure on the ratios (for equality is equality of ratios), and 
likeness putting a check on the morc and less by means of the tension 
and slackening of likenesses. Equality and Likencss There, then, have 
a monadic nature, the one being the Limit of qualities, the other the 
Limit of ratios, as the point is of continuous magnitudes, and the 
monad of discrete ones. So what Here are relative entitics we must 
think of as There subsisting in self-identity, and what Here exist only 
in relation to each other as There being “‘of themselves” and primarily 
“in themselves,” only secondarily communicating with the other 
things; and what are Here without substance and adventitious are 
There fully substantial; and the things that take their name from those 
from which they derive their contingent existence, There precxist by 
virtue of a single causal principle. 

This, then, is the nature of relatives in the intelligible rcalm; that is to 
say, not existing in mere relativity, nor accidentally, but there exists 
absolutely There what exists relatively Here; ‘‘in itself” what exists in 
relation to others; essentially, what exists Here accidentally; and every- 
thing in general in a more powerful modc than in its products. For the 
inferiority of Becoming to Being reveals itself in producing relations in 
place of non-relatives, composites from things simple, and adventi- 
tious entities from things endowed with substantial existence. From 
this one can reach also the following conclusion, which we sct out 
above, that, according to Parmenides’ intention, one must posit Ideas 
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even of some things that secm to be accidents, inasmuch as he himself 
declares that there arc Ideas even of relations. Except that, in the case of 
those which exist on the primal level as real and perfectly realised 
beings, but whose subsistence in other things is adventitious, he pre- 
sents only this accidental aspect of theirs; for substantial relations are 
prior to insubstantial ones, some bringing about existence in those 
things that participate in the Ideas, others bringing about their perfec- 
tion; for things Here must participate in Ideas both as existent and as 
perfect, and for this reason the order of the Ideas is double, the one pro- 
ducing existence, the other perfection. 

So much, then, about the doctrine. As regards the details of the text, 
the phrase ‘“‘those of the Ideas which are what they are with reference 
to one another,” teaches that of the Ideas some are more distinct from 
one another, preserving their own purity, while others arc rather morc 
united to each other. These latter, however, exist in themselves and of 
themselves, and are not solely “of others,” nor for that matter even “of 
cach other.” 

The statement that sensible things are “homonymous” with intelli- 
gible ones is made according to Platonic theory, which states that the 
names for things Here descend to them from those entities, as in the 
case of things which are homonymous as deriving from and referring 
to a single central concept—which, indeed, Aristodc too sometimes 
classes as homonyms. Let no one, then, expect an identical definition 
of particulars and their Ideas, since the latter are unconnected and en- 
tirely superior to the former, as is proper for transcendent causes in re- 
lation to their cffects—or rather Ict one not even expect a definition of 
thosc utterly simple and partless Forms; for definitions arc of compos- 
ite things and are concerned with the differentiae of immanent forms. 
But we entrust the comprehension of transcendent Forms to the pure 
and divine intuitions of the soul and say that Plato declares things Here 
to be homonymous with things There, and homonymous in the sense 
of participating in them. Wherefore hc proclaimed a relation of likeness 
between them, which is what Socrates means when he declares that the 
Ideas ‘‘stand fixed as patterns in the nature of things.” Bearing in mind 
the point of view expressed in the objections, he added “or whatever 
we arc to call them,” as much as saying that one can call them likenesses 
and not-likenesses, “likeness” having two senses, and being cither like 
or unlike its pattern. 


“Suppose, for instance, one of us is master or slave of another; he is not, 
of course, the slave of Master itself, the essential Master, nor, if he is a 
master, is he master of Slave itself, the essential Slave, but, being a man, 
is master or slave of another man; whereas Mastership itself is what it is 
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of Slavery itself, and Slavery itself is slavery to Mastership itself. The 
significance of things in our world is not with reference to things in that 
other world, nor have these their significance with reference to us; but, as 
I say, the things in that world are what they are with reference to one an- 
other and towards one another; and so likewise are the things in our world. 
You see what I mean?” “Certainly I do,” said Socrates. (133d-134a) 


How the concept of Relation is to be understood in the case of the 
Forms should now, I think, be clear from the previous discussion. You 
will find the concepts “‘master” and “slave” There too, if you attend to 
their essential meaning. For what else is proper to masters than abso- 
lutely to control slaves and to organise all their affairs for their own 
good? And what else is proper to slaves than to be controlled by others 
and to serve their master’s will? How, then, would these characteristics 
not be present in a far prior way among the Forms, some being ranked 
beneath others, one set being more powerful and making use of its sub- 
ordinates, the other set serving and cooperating with the powers of 
their superiors? For Mastership is a utilising power, and Slavery is a 
serving power, and they both exist there substantially and not by ac- 
cident, as is the case with their images; for the Mastership and Slavery 
present in these are mere echoes of the substantial entities There. 

And if you would like to consider these facts not merely on the phil- 
osophical level in the case of the Forms, but on the primary level, in the 
case of the divine order, turn your mind to those intellectual and intel- 
ligible orders and the Forms in them, and you will find that both char- 
acteristics pertain to those orders of Forms; for, being primarily me- 
dian, they control and hold mastery over all entities secondary to them, 
but are dependent upon those prior to them, and act in relation to their 
good, and are what they are in virtue of those; for being the first man- 
ifestations from them, they are dominated by them and remain in 
them, but at the same time direct from above the substances and poten- 
cies inferior to them. One may observe this principle in the secondary 
orders also: the more comprehensive dominate the morc particular, 
and the more unitary the more pluralised, and the transcendent the im- 
manent; as for instance in the demiurgic classes Zeus directs now 
Athena and now Apollo, and then again Hermes, and Iris; and all these 
obey the wishes of their father, while according to the demiurgic norm 
directing their own providential wills towards the entities secondary to 
them; and further, the tribe of angels and all the superior classes of 
being are said to serve the gods and to do the will of their powers. And 
why need we say more, when the Oracles also expressly speak in rela~ 
tion to the gods themselves who are prior to that intelligible-and-intel- 
lectual order in the following terms (fr. 81 DP): 
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To the intellectual thunderbolts of the intellectual fire 
All things yield, subserving the compelling will of the Father. 


and again (fr. 80): 
But also everything that serves the material connectors. 


These, then, are said to be in service to the entities prior to them, and 
they in turn to dominate them, while they rulc over as slaves those en- 
tities inferior to themselves; for these, as we said, arc names of primary 
and secondary powers respectively, transcending and being immanent 
in the things brought to completion by them, the one having the role 
of agents, the other of instruments, in their common products. And 
that these things are according to nature and not the result of chance 
you may lIcarn also from what is said in the Phaedo (80a); for there he 
says that Nature ordained the body to serve, the soul to be the master. 
If, then, even in this realm these relations are according to nature, it is 
no wonder if we postulate There Mastership Itself and Slavery Itself{— 
since the thcologians employ these terms to indicate the controlling 
and subservient powers among the gods; as indeed the paternal and 
maternal faculty appears in one form at the divine level, and in another 
at the level of the Forms, not being even among these a mere relation- 
ship, but rather a generative power and a substance suitable to gods. 
Now it has been said®* that the facultics of master and slave on our 
level too are not only a matter of chance, but prior to this there is also 
that which is a matter of conscious intent. Far more properly, then, 
there exist in the realm of universals substantial Mastership and Slav- 
ery, even as Here there exist natural varieties; and voluntary types, 
even as Here they exist according to choice, since There substantial 
powcr cooperates with the will of dominating and subservient entities. 
For it is through obedience that the dominated are dominated, and the 
dominant dominate; for all things, as the Oracle says, “‘yield to the in- 
tellectual thunderbolts, subscrving the compelling will of the father.” 
So each exists substantially, and either is according to nature, both 
dominating and being dominated in obedience, down from the intel- 
ligible Father above, and possessing this Mastership and Slavery, as 
Parmenides says, in relation to each other. Why, then, do the gods not 
also excrcisc mastery over us, as Socrates in the Phaedo (62b) said that 
the gods arc our masters, and we are their possessions? Once again let 
us state our views on this, namely that they are, but in a different way. 


™ The spnocheis, a Chaldaean triad of gods, following on the iynges and preceding the 
teletarchai. Cf. H. Lewy, Chaldaean Oracles and Theurgy, pp. 129-131. For Proclus, the 
synocheis constituted the second, or median, intelligible-and-intellectual triad. 

% Aristotle Pol. I, 5. 
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For they dominate us transcendently, whereas There the more gencral 
dominate the more particular coordinately, and, as has been said, 
through the medium of the Slavery There, which brings us also into 
relation to the gods as masters. When both are acting upon both, the 
better, acting primarily on the better, has revealed the gods as our mas- 
ters, while the worse acts on us, the worse, revealing us to be domi- 
nated by the gods. So, then, the mode of Mastership is diffcrent There, 
and not such as is the mode of rule over us, since the mode of Slavery 
also is different; for the gods themselves bring themselves near to their 
own causes, and if voluntary slavery has any existence anywhere, it is 
in that realm; for domination exercised by the morc perfect is accord- 
ing to the will of their inferiors; in fact, the fact of belonging to the su- 
perior classes of being docs not cause them to depart from their proper 
blessedness, and their being themselves all the more places them in the 
power of what is above them. Even thus does Intellect rule over Ne- 
cessity in the cosmos, as we hear in the Timaeus (48a) persuading it for 
the most part to act for the best, as Socrates in the Phaedo also relates 
(97c); and taking these two as the causes of the composition of the cos- 
mos, gencration came about through Necessity, but was established in 
accordance with Intellect, Necessity subordinating itself to Intellect in 
order that the universe might stand fast, guided by Intellect. Gods, 
then, rule over gods, and men over men, the one essentially, the other 
by chance, Slavery being There subjected to the gods. For the whole 
chain of Slavery is subordinate to divine Mastership; for Mastership 
There is not coordinate with Slavery, but is superior to it, though in a 
manner consonant with their common level of being, and superior en- 
tities necessarily dominate all that their inferiors dominate. So, then, 
since the whole chain of Slavery Itself is subordinate to that of Master- 
ship Itself, it is natural also that the gods should dominate by virtue of 
their mastering power; and not over the gods only, the more universal 
over the more particular, but over men also, who partake, to the extent 
they can, in Slavery Itself; which makes the worse slaves to the better. 


“And similarly Knowledge itself, the essence of Knowledge, will be 
knowledge of Truth itself, the essentially real?” “Certainly .”” “And 
again any given branch of Knowledge in itself will be knowledge of some 
department of real things as it is in itself, will it not?” “Yes.” (134a) 


Divine Knowledge is celebrated also by the Socrates of the Phaedrus 
(247d), when he pictures the ascent of the universal souls to the intcl- 
lectual and intelligible orders, and relates that they contemplate there 
Justice itself and Moderation itself and Knowledge itself, being joined 
in essence with the median rank of these gods; and there, he also de- 
clared, is Truth, which proceeds from the intelligibles and shines intcl- 
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ligible light upon all the median classes of gods, and he linked that 
Knowledge to that Truth. These things were fully discussed by my 
teacher and by myself in our investigations of the divine insights of 
Socrates in the Phaedrus.* 

It is no wonder, then, if here also, in making mention of the realm of 
Forms, he says that Knowledge itself is of Truth itself. For There both 
Knowledge and Truth and all the Forms in them participate in Knowl- 
edge itself and Truth itself. The one makcs all things Therc intellectual, 
for this Knowledge is the eternal and uniform intelligising of the eter- 
nal; the other makes them intelligible, for the light of Truth, being in- 
telligible, gives them a sharc of its intelligible power. And since there 
are many orders of these intermediate Forms (for some of them are 
“highest,” as he says,®” and unitary and intelligible, while others have 
the role of linking and binding everything together, and others are con- 
cerned with bringing things to completion and tuming them towards 
their source), for this reason after the singular knowledge he made 
mention of the plurality of types of knowledge, for it procceds from 
above through all the classes of being accompanied by the light of 
truth; this is the One inhcrent in every order, and that to which the in- 
telligible and intellection is linked. So, then, even as intellection in gen- 
eral is directed at the intelligible in general, so the many intellections are 
united with the many objects of intellcction. These Forms, then, have 
their intellections united with their own intelligible elements, and to- 
tally transcend the range of our knowledge; as for the intellectual 
Forms, even though they transcend us, yet, since we derive immedi- 
ately from them, they arc somchow in us, and we have some knowl- 
edge of them, and through them of the unknowable superiority of the 
more divine ones. We must not, however, say, as do some of the 
friends of Plato, * that the divine Knowledge does not itself know any- 
thing, but provides this faculty to others from itself; for each of the di- 
vine beings acts upon itself first and initiates its proper characteristic 
from itself, as for instance the cause of Life fills itself with life, and the 
cause of Perfection rendets itself perfect. 

After all, that which provides the faculty of knowing to other things 


® Cf. Hermeias Jn Phaedr. 152.26ff. Couvreur, another record of Syrianus’ seminars 
on the Phaedrus. No commentary by Proclus survives, though PT IV, 4-26 constitutes a 
commentary on 246¢-247d. 

7 Reading énvi (sc. Plato Phaedr. 247b7) for daci of MSS. It is hard to see to whom 
the plural would refer, since the doctrine is that of Syrianus and Proclus. 

8 The reference is not clear. This is consonant with the views of Speusippus as to the 
propriety of attributing goodness or beauty to the first principle (ap. Arist. Met. XU, 4 
1072b30ff.), but the reference may be to someone much more recent. Of course, if the 
reference were to the One, this would be a criticism of Plotinus, but Proclus is talking 
here of the One-Being. 
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has itself the knowledge of existents prior to all other things, secing 
that the knowledge in us, which is a mere image of Essential Knowl- 
edge, knows everything clse and itself before anything else. Or what is 
that faculty which formulates the question “What is Knowledge?” And 
how will it not be proper to that same faculty to recognise simultane- 
ously the simultaneity of relatives? So in knowing the objects of 
knowledge, it also knows itself as being the knowledge of them. Nor 
should we say that all other grades of knowledge are of objects of 
knowledge, but that divine knowledge is knowledge of knowledges, 
but not the cognising of objects of knowledge, and that this should be 
a special peculiarity of it; for if there are other grades of knowledge co- 
ordinate with the One Knowledge, then it should know both them and 
all the objects of knowledge related to them, by virtue of its knowledge 
of them, because they are what they are in relation to each other; but if 
the One transcends the many and does not extend towards them, it 
stands in itself in actuality, and it has coordinate with it the purest ob- 
ject of knowledge; and even as its mode of cognisance is pure and sim- 
ple, even so its object is both unitary and such as to comprehend all 
those other subjects. 

This, then, is Essential Knowledge, both cause of knowing to what 
participates in it, and far more basically to itself; for it is an essence 
through being the essentialised knowledge both of itself and of Being; 
for knowledge There is not a faculty nor a quality, but is an independ- 
ent substance belonging to itself, and fixed in itself, and, through 
knowing itself, knowing also the primary objcct of knowledge, which 
is pure Being. For it is yoked in unity with this, as is pure intellect to 
the pure object of intellection, and as is pure sense-perception to the 
pure object of sense-perception. The many essential Knowledges fol- 
lowing upon this are “processions” from the one Knowledge, linked 
tothe multiplicity of beings which are comprised by the Being which 
is the object of that single knowledge; and the one Being is many, and 
the Knowledge likewisc. The unitary aspect of it is united to the One 
of the realm of Being, and knows it, and its own Once. The multiplic- 
ity, in turn, knows the multiplicity of beings, which that Being com- 
prises, and also itself; and some beings are cognising cssences, while 
others are cognisable™ substances, and there is one unification of 
these, suitable to the simple substances of the Forms. 


“While the knowledge in our world will be knowledge of the truth in our 
world? And again it would follow that each branch of knowledge in our 
world must be knowledge of a class of beings in our world?” ‘‘Necessar- 
ily."’ (134a) 


® Accepting Chaignct’s cmendation yuworat for yrworexai of MSS. 
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We too partake to some extent of Truth, but not of that of which 
those Forms partake, but rather of that granted to our order by the 
work of creation; and knowledge in our world is of this truth. There 
are also branches of knowledge morc particular than this, interpreting 
various particular departments of the knowable; some concerned with 
generation and its various manifestations, othcrs investigating Nature. 
as a whole, others contemplating the hypostases of beings supcrior to 
Nature; some employing the senses, and doing their work with the 
help of these, others requiring the aid of the formative conceptions of 
imagination, others being content with accounts based on opinion, 
others directing the pure reason in upon itself, others again extending 
the reason in us to unite with Intellect. All these types have been de- 
fined also by the Socrates of the Philebus, who distinguishes (59c) the 
pure and unmixed of them from thosc that are not, and declares not 
pure those that use the senses and are filled with mere probability, 
whereas those that arc independent of these are pure and accurate; in- 
deed he places superior to all other arts (ibid., 55e) these three—arith- 
metic, the art of measuring, and the art of weighing—and above these 
the philosophic versions of them as distinct from the popular, and 
above these again Dialectic itself, which is the purest type of intellect 
and thought. Since, then, there is such variation in the levels of knowl- 
edge, it is plain that the different types of knowledge are concerned 
with different subjects, and some of them with subjects which contrib- 
ute to stimulating our recollection of Being, as for instance geometry 
deals with the description of the concept of shape inhcrent in us, while 
arithmetic by its proofs develops the single Form ofnumbers, and var- 
ious others of the individual subject matters of knowledge do the same 
for the various real] cxistents within us, through thcorising about them. 

We must, by the way, keep to the strict meaning of the term ‘knowl- 
edge’ (epistémé), and not introduce here consideration of the various 
crafts, and postulate Ideas answering to them, since it is only our needs 
that produced them in our world, being as they are images of images; 
for they are mere images of the true sciences. So then, even as we say 
that there exist Ideas of those accidents which contribute to a thing's 
essence, but not of those things which derive from these and exist in 
other things purely as accidents, entering when the Forms are already 
complete (a distinction we have made above)**—for these are mere 
echoes of entities that draw their primary existence from Above; so 
also crafts, being mere images of the sciences, take their origin from 
this realm, whereas the real sciences derive from the varieties of 
Knowledge preexistently There, through which there is granted to us 


* Cf, 826-827, in his discussion of the possibility of Ideas of accidents. 
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the possibility of ascent to them and assimilation to Intellect. And even 
as There the one Knowledge is necessarily prior to the many, the 
knowledge which is of real Truth, as the many knowledges are of the 
many Truths (for in the case of each their object is a Truth); even so 
from among the many varicties of knowledge in our realm onc must 
discern the one complete form of knowledge by itself, neither made up 
from the many, nor on the same level as they, but preexistently sub- 
sisting by itself; and the many, on the other hand, dividing among 
themselves the single power of knowledge, and assigning themselves 
as different to different objccts of knowledge, and referring back to it 
and receiving thcir first principles from it. 

Knowledge in us, then, is different from the divine sort, but through 
this knowledge we ascend to that; and neither do we nced to situate the 
intelligible realm within us, as some assert,” in order for us to know 
the intelligible objects as present within us (for they transcend us and 
are causes of our essence); nor should we say that some part of the soul 
remains above, in order that through it we should have contact with 
the intelligible realm (for that which remains always above could never 
become linked to that which has departed from its proper state of in- 
tellection, nor would it ever make up the same substance as it); not 
should we postulate that it is consubstantial with the gods—for the Fa- 
ther who created us produced our substance at the first from secondary 
and tertiary materials (Tim. 41d). Some thinkers have been driven to 
propose such doctrines as this, through seeking to understand how we 
who are fallen into this realm can have knowledge of real Beings, when 
the knowlcdge of them is proper not to fallen entities, but to those who 
have been roused and sobered up from the Fall. But we must rather say 
that it is while remaining at our own rank, and possessing images of the 
essences of all Bcings, that we turn to them by means of these images, 
and cognise the realm of Being from the tokens of it that we possess, 
not”! coordinately, but on a secondary level and in a manner corre- 
sponding to our own worth, while with what is in our own realm we 
are coordinate, comprehending as a unity both knowledge and its ob- 
jects. 


“But, as you admit, we do not possess the Forms themselves, nor can they 
exist in our world.” “No.” “And presumably the classes of being, just as 
they are in themselves, are known by the Form of Knowledge itself?”’ 
“Yes.” “The Form which we do not possess.” “True.” “Then none of 
© Notably Plotinus (in Enn. IV, 8 and elsewhere) and Porphyry. Cf. In Tim. II, 


334.3ff., where Proclus gives lamblichus’ objections to this doctrine as well as his own 
(= Iambl. In Tim. fr. 87 Dillon). 


* Reading od or odxi for obo of MSS. (West.). 
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the Forms is known by us, since we do not partake of Knowledge itself.” 
“Apparently not.” (134b) 


In this passage, taking his start from the axioms laid down previ- 
ously, he draws the present conclusion as follows: the transcendent 
Forms exist by themselves; what exists by itself and of itselfis not in us; 
what is not in us is not on the level of our knowledge; what is not on 
the level of our knowledge is unknowable by our faculty of knowl- 
edge; so then the transcendent Forms are unknowable by our faculty of 
knowledge. They may, then, be contemplated only by the divine In- 
tellect. This is so for all Forms, but especially for those that are beyond 
the inteJlectual gods; for. neither sense-perccption, nor cognition based 
on opinion, nor pure reason, nor intellectual cognition of our type 
serves to connect the soul with those Forms, but only illumination 
from the intellectual gods renders us capable of joining ourselves to 
those intelligible-and-intellectual Forms, as I recall someone saying un- 
der divine inspiration.*? The nature of those Forms is, then, unknow- 
able to us, as being superior to our intellection and to the partial con- 
ceptions of our souls. And it is for this reason, indced, that the Socrates 
of the Phaedrus (249d), as we said before, compares the contemplation 
of them to mystic rites and initiations and visions, conducting our souls 
up to the vault beneath the heaven, and the heaven itself, and the place 
above the heaven, calling the visions of those same Forms perfect and 
unwavering apparitions and also “simple” and “happy.” We have 
shown long ago, | believe, with explanations of great clarity, in our 
commentary on the Palinode passage” (Phaedr. 243ab), that all those 
orders of being are intermediate between the intellectual gods and the 
primary intelligible ones; so that it is plain that a certain degree of truth 
is contained in the present passage. Knowledge of the intellectual 
Forms then, as has becn said previously, has been instilled into us by 
the Demiurge and Father of souls, but as for those Forms that are above 
Intellect, such as are the Forms that are in the aforementioned classes, 
the knowledge of them is beyond our efforts to achieve and is of auto- 
matic provenance, achievable only by god-possessed souls, so that the 
conclusion in the present passage follows from our conceptions of the 
intelligible-and-intellectual Forms; and it follows also that “we do not 
partake of Knowledge itself, which, he says, “knows each of the classes 
of being in themselves.”’ 


% Possibly a reference to lamblichus (cf. Procl. In Tim. 1, 310.4ff = Jambi. Je Tim. 
fr. 59 Dillon, where Pure Soul “illuminates” the human mind with knowledge of 
Forms), but more probably to Syrianus, since the postulation of intelligible-intellective 
gods seems to be an invention of his. 

°3 Cf. Hermeias In Phaedr. 75f€. Couvreur. A reference to Proclus’ lost commentary 


on the Phaedrus. 
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By “classes of being” we must not understand the common con- 
cepts presenting themselves to our imagination, nor yet the entities an- 
swering to any set of common definitions (for these arc posterior to 
true beings), but rather such as possess generative power which is more 
universal, and causally dominate the productions of more particular 
Forms; for even as Here genera are either conceived of in the imagina- 
tion as covering a broader range, or are predicated of a wider range of 
things, than species, so the entities in that highcr realm are more widely 
dominant and more perfect and more comprehensive than the other 
Forms, surpassing those things that they comprehend in simplicity and 
generative power. These things must be declared to be known by the 
Form of Knowledge, as taking its origin from Above, and compre- 
hending all pluralised entities unitarily, and all particular entities uni- 
versally, in accordance with a single unitary knowledge. This is indeed 
what our knowledge would like to attain, always to be contemplating 
the processions of true beings from their causal principles, whereas 
knowledge in fact attains only a secondary position. 


“So Beauty itself or Goodness itself and all the things we take as Forms 
in themselves, are unknowable to us.” “That may be so.” (134bc) 


Beauty and Goodness proceed downwards from the highest peak of 
the intelligible realm, upon all the secondary classes of gods; the me- 
dian orders of Forms, at least, reccive the procession of these in a man- 
ner fitting to them, by virtue of Goodness being full of their own per- 
fection and self-sufficiency and freedom from lack, while by virtue of 
Beauty they are objects of love to their secondaries, and a force of recall 
for those entities that have proceeded, and a force of binding together 
for differentiated causes. For the turning back to Beauty brings to- 
gether all things and unitcs them, and as it were propels them towards 
one centre. These entities, then—I mean Beauty and Goodness—exist 
covertly and unitarily in the primal levels of being, while in cach of the 
remaining levels they manifest such permutations as are appropriate to 
that level; so that it is not to be wondered at if there is one beauty that 
is cognisable by the senses alone, another which is recognisable by 
opinion, another which can be contemplated by discursive reason, an- 
other by intellection with the aid of reasoning, another by pure intel- 
lection, and yet another that is unknowable, completely transcendent, 
on its own, and able to be beheld by its own light alone. 


“Then here is a still more dreadful consequence for you to consider.” 
“What is that?” “You will grant, I suppose, that if there is such a thing 


AOA is provoked to these comments by Plato's use of yévy rather than elSp at 
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as a Form of Knowledge, it is much more exact than the knowledge in our 
world; and so with Beauty and all the rest.” “Yes.” (134c) 


The foregoing arguments, as we examined them theologically, have 
ascended as far as the intelligible-and-intellectual orders of Forms. For, 
whereas they arc false and problematic at the level of the intellectual, 
they are revealed as all truc and divinely inspired in respect of those lev- 
els of being with which we are presently concerned, and lead us up to 
the actual preexisting essence of the Forms in the intelligible realm, still 
problematic in their outward form, as proceeding from the intellectual 
realm, but in reality indicating the distinctive essence of the most pri- 
mal Forms. This very characteristic, at all events, of not having knowl- 
edge of this realm nor exercising rule over it, the argument as it pro- 
cecds, as far as concerns the demiurgic Ideas, shows to be false; for the 
things of this realm actually derive their existence from these, and they 
contro] their creation and their multifarious division into individual 
kinds, so that they have assumed providential care and administration 
of them. However, as regards the most primal and unitary level of 
Ideas, the truly intelligible level, it is absolutcly truc; for these appear 
first from Being in the intelligible Intellect in a simple and unified and 
holistic mode; for, containing the paternal causes of the most general 
and comprehensive classes of being, thcy are superior to the articulated 
knowledge of this realm and immediate mastership over things of 
sense. For they, the intelligible gods, are masters of the gods who are 
manifested forth from them, and their type of knowledge is beyond all 
the other divine levels of knowledge. 

It is these facts that Plato is taking into account when he concludes 
that the gods neither are our masters nor have knowledge of human af- 
fairs; for the causes of these, as already stated, and the powers that con- 
trol them reside in the intellectual gods. The powers of the intelligible 
gods are superior to all such distinctions, and produce all things ac- 
cording to the most unitary and simple level of cause, and their creative 
and cognising activity is single and instantaneous and uniform. At any 
rate, the intelligible cause There of the heavenly race produces all the 
heavenly beings—gods, angels, daemons, heroes, souls—not qua dae- 
mons or angels (for this is the proper activity of the partial causes and 
the distinct Ideas of which the intellectual gods have made the division 
into multiplicity), but in so far as all these classes of being are in some 
way divine and heavenly, and in so far as they have been granted an 
essence united to the gods. And the same goes for each of the remaining 
Ideas. For instance, the intelligible Idea of the whole class of what has 
feet and goes on dry land (cf. Tim. 40a) would not be said to “be master 
of” those things which arc distinguished according to individual spe 


302 


953 


95 


4 


COMMENTARY 


cies; for this is the task of those things that are separated from it into 
multiplicity; its role is to preside over all as a single class. Those things 
nearer to the One create more generally and unitarily all those things 
which their inferiors create in a more particular and multiplied way. 
And so it is in the case of all the other intelligible Ideas, which are com- 
prised by the intelligible Intellect. 

But these matters we shall consider in more detail later on. Plato’s 
doctrine on Providence has been most clearly expounded by the Athe- 
nian Stranger (Laws X, 903bff.), where his discourse declares that the 
gods know all things and possess the power of directing all things. 
Nevertheless, even in the present passage, people are accustomed, 
somewhat unsuitably I feel, to introduce discussions about providence 
into these problems about the Forms. Let us now, therefore, also say 
something on this question. It is plain that, even if Parmenides raises 
difficulties about the universal pervasiveness of divine knowledge and 
domination, yct right from the outset hc makes plain the absurdity of 
such a postulate; for the fact that he declares the conclusion resulting 
from this difficulty to be ‘‘more dreadful” than that of the previous one 
is, ] think, a reasonably clear indication that he disapproves of the ar- 
guments that eliminate Providence. For it is “dreadful,” on the one 
hand, to assert that the gods are not known by us, in spite of the fact 
that we possess reason and intelligence and have some clement of the 
divine in our essence, but it is “‘more dreadful” still to remove as well 
the knowledge proper to the divine realm; for the one suggests simply 
that we do not enjoy reversion to the divine, while the other tends to 
the elimination of the universal pervasivencss of the goodness of the 
gods; the former sins against our cssence, the latter against divine caus- 
ality. “More dreadful,” then, is not to be taken in the sense of a “more 
powerful” objection, as one is accustomed to speak of someone who 
prevails with the power of his words as ‘‘a dreadfully clever speaker,” 
but as meriting greater dread and caution from those of prudent mind. 
For it tears apart the unity of all existents and separates the divine from 
the cosmos; it also limits the divine power as not extending to all 
things, and circumscribes the knowledge of the intellectual realm as 
not complete. Indeed, it overturns the whole creation and the order be- 
stowed upon the cosmos from the transcendent causes, and the good- 
ness proceeding from a single will which unitarily fills all things with 
blessings. And inferior to none of these evils is the confusion which it 
casts upon piety. For what connection can there be between gods and 
men, if their knowledge of the events of this realm is done away with? 
Certainly this will lead to an abolition and nullification of all worship 
of the godhead, all traditional rules of religion, all oaths which take 
their validity from calling the gods to witness, all those intuitive beliefs 
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about them which exist without instruction in our souls. What sort of 
benefaction is left for the gods towards men, if there do not exist pre- 
viously intellectual measures among them of the comparative worth of 
recipients of their benefits, if they do not have knowledge of all things 
that we do and suffer and contemplate doing even if we do not do 
them? It is with reason, then, that he calls “dreadful” an argument that 
puts forward such thcories, not in the sense of its being powerful and 
difficult to face, as I said, but as worthy of every fear; for if it is unholy 
even to alter any of the laws of rcligion, on the ground that the whole 
belief in them will be overturned by such an action, how then would 
such a piece of innovation as this be frec from apprehension? 

No, it is clear from all this that he is accusing of such an hypothesis 
rather those to whom he attributes ignorance about the administration 
of the cosmos. Since, then, he wishes God both to know and to do 
everything, while some of those who came after him® tried utterly to 
overturn such arguments, we should now say about these people as 
much as is required by the context; for some of those who followed 
him are troubled lest the fact that things here are not firmly fixed and 
carried this way and that might be an argument against providence and 
the existence of God. For those things that are said to be derived from 
chance and the apparent inequality in the apportionment of lives and 
this disorganised flux of matcrial things, has provided for them consid- 
erable argument in favor of lack of providence; and further the notion 
that God should not be troubled by being involved in the convolutions 
of various and complicated causal connections, and the desire to sepa- 
rate all such activity from his cssential blessedness have led them to 
such error; for the trouble to which our soul is subject and the disturb- 
ance which it undergoes when it descends to care for bodics, they con- 
cluded would also be true in the case of God if they were to attribute to 
him care for things of this realm; and in addition to this, due to the fact 
that the types of knowledge proper to different objects of knowledge 
are different—sense-perception to objects of the senses, opinion to 
things that are the objects of opinion, scientific knowledge to the ob- 
jects of science, and intuitive knowledge to the objects of intellect— 
since they did not wish to attribute to God either sense-perception or 
opinion or scientific knowledge but only immaterial and intuitive in- 
tellect, they denied him knowledge of all those things which are not 
intelligible; for ifhe is external to Matter, itis necessary that he be pure 

*% The Epicureans, presumably (the term apronoésia, indecd, is attested for Epicutus by 
Alexander of Aphrodisias, De Fato 31 = fr. 368 Usener); but Epicureans could hardly be 
described as rév dvr airob reves (line 28), who must therefore be sceptical Academics of 


Peripatetics, disturbed by Epicurean arguments, such as Philo of Alexandria represeas 
his nephew Alexander as being in his De Providentia. 
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from all those conceptions which are turncd towards Matter, and being 
pure of these he could not know the things that are contained in Matter; 
and it is for this reason, as I said, that some thinkers have deprived him 
of the knowledge of things of sense and providential care of them, not 
through any weakness of his, but by reason of the superior nature of 
his cognitive activity; as those whose eycs are full of light are said not 
to be able to sce the things in the cosmos, this inability of theirs being 
a superfluity of sight; and they say that it is better not to know many 
things, as in the case of those who are divinely inspired not to know 
such things as would distract them from their inspiration, or in the case 
of those possessed of scientific knowledge, such things as would de- 
tract from the powers of concentration on that knowledge of theirs. 

Others,” in granting to God the knowledge also of things of sense, 
in order that they may say that he has providential care of them, have 
tumed his consciousness outside of himself and have brought it about 
that he penetrates throughout the perceptible world and comes into di- 
rect contact with what he administers, and gives a physical impulse to 
each thing and is present everywhere in a spatial sense, for they do not 
see that he would be able to exercise providence in this sphere in any 
other way. 

Others say that he knows himself, but that for his providential care 
of the sense-world there is no necessity for him to have knowledge of 
it, but by virtue of his very being he both produces all things and or- 
ganises all things that he produces, having no knowledge of what is 
produced. Nor, they say, is there anything astonishing in this, since 
Nature does its work of creation without having knowledge or any fac- 
ulty of imagination, while God differs from Nature in having knowl- 
edge of himself but not of those things which are created by him. 

These, then, are the sorts of considerations which have persuaded 
some thinkers to declare that God is cither not scparate from things in 
the universe or even to do away with the knowledge that he possesses 
of things secondary to him, and the providential care of them that goes 
with that knowledge. As for ourselves, we say that therc is somcthing 
in what they assert that is correct, and something that is not correct. 
For it is true that, if there is providence, there can be nothing that is 
unordered, nor can God be supposed to be put to any trouble, and even 
more so he cannot be thought to know objects of sense by means of any 
sense-organ that involves feeling—so to this extent they are right. But 
in that they do not recognise the transcendent power and the unitary 
knowledge of the gods, in this respect in turn they seem to fail of the 

* Aristotle Met. XI, 9.1074b32. 


The Stoics, cf. 921 above. 
* The Peripatetics, cf. also 921 above. 
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truth. Let us question them suitably, in the following manner: Is it not 
the case that everything that acts, acts according to its own power and 
nature, and, according to the rank it has in the scale of being, such is its 
action, in accordance with its own rank? As for instance, Nature acts 
on a natural level, Intellect on an intellectual, and Soul on a psychic 
level; and even if the same thing is brought into being by a multiplicity 
of different causes, is it not the casc that each thing acts according to its 
own power, but not according to the nature of the thing created? Or do 
man and the sun generate a man in the same way,” and what comes 
into being in one, and is it the case that the things creating it created in 
the same way and notas is the nature of each, the one partially and im- 
perfectly and with trouble, the other without trouble and, by virtue of 
its very being, universally? But even to state this is ridiculous; for the 
divine acts in one way, and the mortal race acts in another. And if this 
is so, and everything that acts, acts according to its own nature and 
rank, the one divinely and in a way supcrior to nature, the other ac- 
cording to nature, and something else some other way, it is obvious, 
surely, that that also which knows, knows according to its own nature. 
So it will not be the case that because that which is known is one and 
the same, for this reason those things also which know it should be re- 
lated to the objects of their knowledge in exactly the same way; for, 
after all, a white thing is known by sense-perception and by opinion, 
and by our intellect, but not in the same way; for sense-perception can- 
not know the essential nature (fo ti én einai) of the white; nor does opin- 
ion comprehend its proper objects of knowledge in the same way that 
intellect does; for intellect knows also the cause, while opinion knows 
only the fact; it is by virtuc of this, indeed, that we say that correct 
opinion differs from knowledge, the former knowing only the fact of 
the thing and being weak for this reason, the latter comprehending the 
object of knowledge along with its cause and thus able to comprehend 
it more strongly. Is it not the case that that noble entity, the Intellect, 
knows its object of knowledge on the one hand, and we ourselves 
know it also, as has been said previously, but not in the same way, ow- 
ing to the difference in cognitive power? So then, knowledge varies ac- 
cording to the nature of the knowing agent. It is not the case thar it is 
according to the nature of the known object that it is known by every- 
thing, but it is known in a superior way by superior agents, in an infe- 
rior way by more inadequate ones. What is there astonishing, then, in 
the fact that God knows everything according to his nature, divided 
things in an undivided way, multiplied things in a unified way, things 
that come into being eternally, and partial things universally, and in@ 


° Cf. Aristotle Met. XII, 5.1071a13ff. 
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word, in a different manner than is the nature of each of the things in 
question, and along with such knowledge he has control over the pro- 
duction of all things, and by the very fact of knowing all things with 
simple and unified knowledge, he bestows upon each their existence 
and their coming into existence? For indeed hearing perccivcs the ob- 
jects of hearing in onc way, and our common sense-perception per- 
ceives prior to the individual senses all objects of sense; and above this 
again reason perceives in a different way both these things and all other 
things of which there is not sense-perception. For again we find the fac- 
ulty of desire (epithymia) striving after onc sct of things, and the faculty 
of spiritedness (thymos) pursuing others, and rational choice directing 
itself towards others, but there is also one single life-principle which 
moves the soul towards all of these things, by virtue of which we say 
“| desire” and “I am angry” and “I make such and such a choice”; for 
that life-principle dirccts itself to these objects along with the facultics 
mentioned and it lives with all of them, being a power which directs an 
impulse towards every object of impulsc. And indecd prior to both 
these faculties is the unitary principle of the soul, which often says, for 
instance, “I perceive such and such” and “I am calculating’’ and “I de- 
sire such and such’’ and “I wish such and such,” and which is conscious 
of all these activitics and works along with them; otherwise we would 
nothave known all these activitics, nor would we be able to say in what 
way they differed, if there were not one single unitary thing in us 
which knew all these, which is over and above the common sense-fac- 
ulty and prior to opinion and prior to desire and prior to will, and 
which knows all the deliberations of those faculties and which has gath- 
ered together into itself partlessly all their impulses, saying in the case 
of each “It is ] who am doing this, and I who am acting.” 

How, then, can it be right to disbelieve that the undivided knowl- 
edge of God, although it is not sense-perceptive, yet knows objects of 
sense, and, although not being divided, yet knows things divided, in a 
manner proper to itself, and that although it is not spatially present to 
those things that arc in space, yet it knows these also, prior to any spa- 
tial presence, and gives to all as much as each of the recipients can take, 
even though it is transcendently separate from them? So then, the dis- 
ordered aspect of divisible things is not known by God in a disordered 
way, but in an orderly way; nor is that which is changeable known un- 
certainly but entirely consistently; nor docs the knowledge of the com- 
plicated and varied cause him any difficulty; for by the very fact of in- 
telligising himself he knows all things of which heis the cause, having 
more accurate knowledge than if someone had apportioned to him 
knowledge of the objects of knowledge on the same level as them; for 
knowing each thing on the causal level is superior to all other types of 
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knowledge. So then, his knowledge does not involve any trouble, be- 
cause in his case the knowing element remains in itself, and by know- 
ing itsclf alone knows all other things, and does not nced sense-percep- 
tion or opinion or knowledge for the cognising of any of the objects of 
sensc; for he himself it is who produces all these things, and in his bor- 
tomless thoughts he contains causally and in single simplicity the uni- 
fied knowledge of all these things; it is as if somcone had constructed a 
ship and embarked men on it of whom he himself was the creator, and 
as if he were to launch the ship on the sea and bring to bear certain 
winds upon it, possessing as he would some art of Aeolus, and thus he 
would send the ship off to be carricd along, and he should be able to do: 
all this by the very fact of conceiving of it; as ifby the very fact ofimag- 
ining all these things in this way, he were to produce the external ex- 
istence of all the things which he possessed within himself in his imag- 
ination. It is obvious that he himsclf, then, would be the cause of all 
those things which would befall the ship by reason of the winds on the 
sea, and thus, by contemplating his own thoughts, he would both:cre- 
ate and know what is external, not requiring any effort of attention to- 
wards them. 

It is in this way, then, and in a more transcendent way than this, that 
the divine Intellect, through possessing the causes of all things simul- 
taneously, creates them all and contemplates them, without issuing 
forth from its own conning-tower (Pol. 272c). If itis thecase that there 
is one intellect that is more genera], and another that is more particular, 
itis obvious that the intelligising of all things by cach of them is not the 
same; but where the objects of intellect are more general and undi- 
vided, then also the knowledge of them is general and undivided. But 
where the number of Forms has proceeded into multiplicity and exten- 
sion, there also the knowledge of them is one and multiple. 

And we should not wonder when we hear the verses of Orpheus in 
which the Theologian says (fr. 169 Kern): 


This is the abode of Zeus, and under the eyes of the king their father 
dwell the immortal gods and mortal men, 
and all things that have come to be and such as will be in Jater time. 


For he is filled with all the intelligible objects and he possesses the al- 
ready distinguished causes of all things, so that he generates both men 
and al] other things according to thcir particularities, not in so far as 
each of them partakes in divinity, as docs his intelligible father before 
him; wherefore this latter (sc. Zeus) is called ‘‘father” of all things dis- 
tinguished according to their species and is said to penctrate through all 
things, whereas that other (sc. Phanes) is said to be the father of all 
things distinguished according to genera, although hc is in a far supe 
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rior way father of all things, but of all things in so far as they each par- 
take of divine power. And the onc (Zeus) possesses the knowledge 
both of human affairs in particular, and of them in common with all 
other things; for there is in him the causal principle of men, both dis- 
tinct from all other causes and united with all of them; whereas in the 
mind of the other (Phanes) they are all together unitarily and undivid- 
edly, as for instance that of man, in so far as man is a footed animal; for 
as the concept “footed” there is cause comprehensively of every- 
thing—gods, angels, demons, heroes, souls, animals, plants—of 
everything on the earth, so also the knowledge of all these things to- 
gether is one as being of one genus, and there is no knowledge of hu- 
man affairs in a distinct way. And even as on our level the more gen- 
eral classes of knowledge, as Aristotle says (An. Post. 1, 24.85b14ff.), 
are regarded as being knowledge in a truer sense than those subordinate 
to them, and more akin to Intellect (for they employ more comprehen- 
sive conclusions), even so among the gods also, supcrior and simpler 
intellections have precedence over the multifarious variation of the sec- 
ondary ones. So in the case of man the most primary cognition of him 
among the gods is that he is, and there is one cognition that knows all 
being as being one according to onc principle of unification; the second 
cognition of him is that he always is; this knowledge embraces in one 
causal principle unitarily all of that which always is; the cognition fol- 
lowing on this is of man as an animal; for this knowledge in its turn 
cognises animal in a unitary way; and the one after this is of man as be- 
longing to this particular species, as for instance, that of footed things; 
for there is one intellection of this whole class as one, and division fol- 
lows first upon this, bringing in variation after the simplicity. But all 
the same the intellection of man is not only at this level, for it is not the 
same thing to think of everything on earth as one thing and to think of 
man in this way. On the level of demiurgic and, in gencral, intellectual 
forms there is also some cognition of man as man because this form 
also is distinguished from others on this level of being. So it has been 
siraultaneously demonstrated both how God has knowledge of human 
affairs and how he rulcs over all, and in what way all things are divine 
and in what way they partake of some divine characteristic. But all this, 
I think, has now been discussed adequately. 

Itis clear then that Mastcry Itself and Knowledge Itself cxist in the 
first rank of ideas; for there is divine intellcction of all things unitarily, 
and the power that controls all things—the one being the fount of all 
knowledge, the other being the primal cause of al] mastery, whether it 


The relations between Zeus and Phanes are discussed in similar detail at In Tim: 1, 
313.2-315.4, and elsewhere in that commentary. Sce Diehl’s index s.v. 
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be among the gods, or in the classes of being superior to us, or in souls. 
And presumably it is for this reason that he, in this passage, calls intel- 
lection the genus (genos) of knowledge, intending by this to indicate its 
quality of encompassing all the species there, and its unitary quality; 
further back, indeed (134b), he has called it simply specific Form (ei- 
dos)! placing it among the median Ideas; for the median realms also are 
filled from intelligible cognition with the intellection relevant to them- 
selves, and so also are all the divine Intellects, and intellection in these 
has the same relation to intellection there as has species to genus. If the 
expression “much more exact’ is used in respect of this knowledge, it 
is obvious that such an epithet conveys to us its unificatory quality; for 
this is what it means to be “exact,” to encompass all other things and 
not leave anything outside of itself. 


“And ifanything has part in this Knowledge itself, you would agree that 
a god has a better title than anyone else to possess the most perfect know!- 
edge?” “Undoubtedly.’’ (134c) 


Every divine mind and every order of gods possesses within itself in 
a prior form both the knowledge and the causal principle of all things; 
for neither are their cognitions ineffective through having an indefinite 
element in the very act of knowledge, but they both know all things 
and provide all goods (for the primal good wishes to project the pro- 
visions coming from itself onto all secondary things); nor are their cre- 
ations in any way irrational and devoid of knowledge; for this is the 
work of Nature and the lower form of life, not of the divine form, 
which actually produces even the class of rational beings. So then, by 
the same token, they both know all things and create all things, and 
prior to these in virtue of their will and their knowledge they have laid 
claim also to the power of creating all things; so that by virtue of their 
will they possess in a prior form both the knowledge and the power of 
creating all things, and through this triad everything receives the ben- 
efit of their forethought. And if you wish, by bringing into unity the 
fragmented characteristics of secondary things, to refer them back to 
their divine cause, perhaps you might achieve more accurate truth 
about this cause. At any rate, nature appears to possess creative prin- 
ciples, but not ones that have knowledge; discursive thought, in its 
turn, has cognition which has its end in itself; while rational choice, in 
its curn, has the good and the will towards goods. If you gather all these 
three into one, the faculty of willing, the faculty of knowing, the fac- 
ulty of doing, and conceive of the divine henad prior to these, then you 
may refer this to the divinity on the ground that all these things to- 


© It is impossible to do justice to the virtual pun here between “species” and “Form.” 
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gether preexist unitarily on that level. But whereas all the gods possess 
all these faculties, it is apparent that intellection in the primary sense is 
proper to the intelligible level, as is the primal power of generation of 
all things, and the goodness of will; for inasmuch as they have come 
into existence immediately following on the source of all goods, they 
become, in the beings secondary to them, that which the Good is to all 
things, expressing its supra-causal rank by their paternal power, its 
goodness by their boniform will, and its superiority to all knowledge 
by their hidden and unified cognition. And it occurs to me that it is for 
this reason that he now first terms the forms “gods,” as having referred 
himself back to their primal source, and on the grounds that they are 
uniform and nearest to the good, and that they thus have the power of 
knowing and ruling over all things, inasmuch as each partakes of divine 
power and inasmuch as all things are dependent upon the gods. 


“Then will the god, who possesses Knowledge itself, be able to know the 
things in our world?” “Why not?” “Because,” said Parmenides, “we 
have agreed that those forms have no significance with reference to things 
in our world, nor have things in our world any significance with reference 
to them. Each set has it only among themselves.” “Yes, we did agree on 
that.” (134d) 


There is no need to say how this argument would be refuted in so far 
as it is directed against the intellectual forms, for God knows himself; 
itis plain that, in so far as he is cause of all things, by virtue of his very 
being, he encompasses the creative cause of all things. In so far, then, 
as he is cause of all things and knowing himself! and beholding the 
primal causes in himself, he would also then know all things according 
to the divine definition and perfect intellect and the unitary compre- 
hension of all things. And we should not wonder how he, being an in- 
tellect, should know things that are not objects of intellection, and how 
not being divisible he should know divided things, and how being sit- 
uated above the cosmos he should yet know objects of sense, and even 
things ugly and in general evil; for these things arc not after all com- 
pletely evil, but are also good, and that not just in relation to Intellect, 
but they are not even evil from the point of view of the cosmos as a 
whole. So then, by virtue of this single knowledge of the good, he 
comprehends on a prior level within himself both such things as are 
primarily good and such things as are secondarily good, both such 
things as are good absolutely and such as are good in one respect but 
notin another, and in general he contains within himself all the proces- 
sions of goods. For even as by the single knowledge of likeness he 
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knows everything that has any degrec of likeness, whether it appears in 
immaterial things or in the realm of bodies, so his single knowledge of 
the good comprehends unitarily in itself all things of which the good is 
in any way the cause. The ones who makc distinctions and see some 
things as evil are we ourselves, since, as far as God is concemed, 
knowledge is onc and simple and undivided, in virtue of the monad of 
the good. And the same is true in the case of al] the other Forms; for 
being indivisible in his own nature and containing the indivisible causes 
of divisible things, through his knowledge of thesc he comprehends in 
a prior way all divisible things also. And it is necessary that it should be 
thus; for which of these propositions are we prepared to demolish? Is it 
that according to which there are indivisible causes of divisible things? 
But we see that the monad is the cause of numbers, and nature which 
is incorporeal the cause of bodies, and the point is the cause of magni- 
tude and everywhere the more unitary are productive of the substance 
of things morc multiplied and more extended into distinctness. Are we 
then to reject the argument that Intellect has within itsclf indivisibly the 
causes of divisible things? But this was demonstrated previously, that 
the Demiurge, in creating things like to himself, is the producer for all 
things of their well-bcing. Well then, are we to reject the thesis that he 
knows them by having the undivided causes of them in himself? But 
what is there astonishing in the idea that Intellect should know itself, 
secing that in our case, even, it is possible for us to live intellectually 
through knowing ourselves? There is nothing strange, then, if Intellect 
knows undividedly things divided, and if it knows them in a more in- 
tense way than the knowledge that is on their own level; for to know 
something from the perspective of its cause is a much more accurate 
form of knowledge than that which is without an intuition of the cause. 

I forebear to mention that the theologians’ have handed down to us 
the doctrine of intellectual sense-perception, according to which thedi- 
vine mind directs and knows the realm of sense, which would remove 
far from us all objections of this sort; so that he can know even things 
of sense in a sensory way, but these only in so far as they are intellec- 
tual; for in him even sense-perception is an intellectual form of life. For 
every clement in intellect is intellectual by virtue of its own nature; 
therc is nothing, then, witless, nor lifcless, nor mindless in intellect that 
is in act. 

So then, as I said, it has been described often before how these objec” 
tions may be dealt with in the case of intellectual forms. But if God, in 
knowing himse]f to be the cause of those things subsequent to him, 


13 Perhaps a reference to Or. Chald. fr. 8 DP: vp wév xoréxsey ta voqré. | aloinry r 
baréeyacy xoopors. Cf. Proclus In Crat. 51.30 Pasquali. 
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knows also those things of which he is the cause, then we must take our 
stand also against Aristotle, and show how Intellect according to him, 
in knowing itself to be the object of desire for all things, also knows all 
things such as strive towards it, and in knowing itself definitively also 
knows all things that strive towards it definitively. For there is no way 
in which someone who knows definitely one side of a relation cannot 
also know the other side. He also, then, will have a definite knowledge 
of all things, inasmuch as he knows himself definitely. Onc must not 
then remove from the Intcllect which possesses a knowledge of all 
things the knowledge of itself, by possession of which it knows also 
that itis the object of striving for all things. 

In what way, then, the remarks of Parmenides are true and in respect 
of what sort of Forms, we must call to mind again. For the intelligible 
forms do not have such knowledge of our rcalm as do the intellectual 
forms, that is to say a separate knowledge of human things as human, 
and in gencral of the individual forms and of the sense-rcalm, but they 
have a unitary and general and monadic knowledge of all things ranked 
under a single genus, I mean, for instance, the heavenly and the aerial, 
or the watery or the terrestrial, whether it be the whole class of gods or 
of superior classes of being, or of mortals, it knows them as being di- 
vine and as being living things simply, and as undivided from cach 
other; so then the primal knowledge and intellection is not proper to™ 
those things in our rcalm (for these are partial things, or rather the ul- 
timate products of division), but it is knowledge of wholes in a general 
and uniform way, since everything cxists in the intellect undividedly. 
And of these intelligible Forms it is true to say that they “have no sig- 
nificance with reference to us nor we to them’’; for they are unknow- 
able to us and are fixed above our ability to know them, being hidden 
in the sanctuary of the Father and, as the theologian says, '"* knowable 
only to the class of gods tanked directly below them; and their power 
is too great for it to be immediately responsible for generating us; for it 
produces gods, as has been said often before, and it presides over gods, 


-but not over souls; but it is from the intellectual classes and forms that 


the multitude of souls and the successions of men and of other animals 
have'come forth. 


“Then, ifthis most perfect Mastership and most perfect Knowledge are in 
God's world, the gods’ Mastership can never be exercised over us, nor 
their Knowledge know us or anything in our world. Just as we do not rule 
'™ Reading t5u0s, with Latin translation. 
‘© C£ Proclus’ interpretation of Orpheus, Jn Tim. 1, 312-313 Diehl = fr. 167-168 
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over them by virtue of rule as it exists in our world, and we know nothing 
that is divine by our knowledge, so they, on the same principle, being 
gods, are not our masters, nor do they know anything of human concerns.’ 
“But surely,” said Socrates, ‘‘an argument which would deprive the gods 
of knowledge would be too strange.’ (134dc) 


He has linked together Knowledge and Mastership in order to lay 
down for us starting points for showing to others, also, that the gods 
have knowledge of our affairs and are masters over us on an intellectual 
level, and that they thercfore know us; and if they do not know us, they 
do not rule over us, which then appears a supremely paradoxical con- 
sequence. For men are somehow in the habit of calling the gods their 
masters without hesitation, and appealing to them in their bodily dis- 
tresses, and calling upon the gods to help them in cases where their 
own efforts are not sufficient to produce a result, on the assumption 
that they are able to control all things without distinction. But the 
question is raised by some as to whether the gods actually have knowl- 
edge of our affairs and whethcr there is any reasoned account among 
them of things human; for they scc that it is abundance of power to rule 
over all things equally and dominate all things, whereas it is a mark of 
excellence of knowledge to know only the best things; for, as they say, 
there are many things that it is better not to know.!6 So they attribute 
to the gods mastership and administration of all things, but they re- 
move from them knowledge of all things; for that aspect of the soul 
that loves God thinks it proper to attribute only that much to the divine 
cause as appears to it to be noblest. And it is of course quite right to do 
this; for one should not just view thc surface phenomena, but also the 
causes of all things which reside in God, at which stage even things 
which are far different from each other on this level are united with 
each other and arc in some way similar; a good act, after all, differs 
enormously from an evil one, morc, indeed, than one can express, but 
the knowledge of virtue and of vice possessed by men of knowledge is 
not far different. Acting from vice is not good, but knowing vice is 
perfectly good, even as is knowing virtue; for knowledge of opposites 
is one and the same. So then, it is better for Intellect to know all things; 
for it knows all things as being in itself; and all these things itis better 
for it to know in order that it may know itself in its entirety. 

For those who behold what is extcrnal to thernselves, it is better not 
to know many things; for that which falls in an unmeasured way to- 
wards Matter is filled with ugliness deriving from Matter, since it Looks 
toward it. But for those who are turned towards themselves, all things 
are equally to be known, and the distinction is to be made on the basis 


8 Cf Aristotle Met. XIL, 9.1074b32 (cf. 955 above). 
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of the comprehensiveness of the knowledge, not as between knowing 
and not knowing. This phrase that he adds, “being gods,” is a good 
indication of the nature of the problem; for all that is divine is good and 
wishes to fill all things with goods; how then can it either be ignorant 
ot things of our realm, or not have mastery over things secondary to 
it? And how can it be that it should not rule by virtue of its own power 
over those things of which it is the cause? And how could it not have 
providential care of them according to its own knowledge? It seems to 
me, in fact, that Parmenides added this phrase to what he had said, in- 
tending to show that it was above all things absurd that “‘being gods” 
they should be ignorant of our affairs over which they rule, showing 
with deep insight that it is proper to gods as gods most of all to know 
all things, and that the Forms should exercise providence over all 
things, in so far as Forms are the causes of the being of all things. In so 
far as they are divine, it is proper for them to know all these by reason 
of the unitary principle in them; for it is a properly divine act to exercisc 
providence, and an intellectual act to gencrate and preserve the whole 
world of Forms. Even so in the Laws (X, 898a) also, Plato says that uni- 
versal souls exercise providence, preciscly by attributing to them di- 
vine intellect, on the grounds that providence is proper to God but not 
to Intellect; for other things also partake in intellect, but only divine 
souls in divine Intellect. 

So the whole syllogism of what has been said comes out like this: the 
gods possess Knowledge itself and Mastery itself; but those things 
which possess Knowledge itself and Mastery itself are not said to have 
knowledge and mastery in relation to us; so then, the gods do not have 
knowledge and mastery in relation to us—they do not know us, nor do 
they rule over us; for then they would have knowledge and we should 
be objects of knowledge for them, and they would have mastery with 
reference to us, and we would be their slaves, which would be the most 
absurd result of the preceding arguments. It seems to me that he is most 
of all anxious to make clear the absurdity and the conflict with our un- 
corrupted conceptions by referring the terms ‘god’ and ‘the gods’, the 
one to the Ideas themselves, the other to that which possesses the Ideas; 
because it is quite true that one should remove Mastery or Knowledge 
from the Ideas in general and from that Intellect which possesses them, 
if we mean both all those things which ate produced by the Ideas and 
such things as are external to them; for Intellect qua Intellect does not 
have knowledge of all things, but only of universal things, nor are the 
Ideas causes of all things but only of those things which are always nat- 
urally existent. So that this argument is not entircly false in regard to 
this class of things, in removing from them knowledge or mastery of 
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our affairs in so far as we are individuals and not in so far as we are men 
and possess a common form. 

It is necessary, then, that God and the gods know all things, both the 
general and the particular and the eternal and the contingent; and that 
they rule all things, not the general classes only, but also the particular, 
since one providence from them permeates all things. So the Forms, 
then, inasmuch as thcy are gods, and Intellect, so far as it is a god, have 
knowledge of all things and mastery of all things; but Intellect is a god 
by reason of the Onc in it, and the Forms in so far as the light of the 
Good is present in them. In this respect, then, being superior to the es- 
sence of Form, they have established Knowledge and Providence uni- 
tarily of all things; wherefore the statement that denies these things of 
them, “The gods are not our masters,” is even morc unreasonable and 
conflicts more radically with common sense. And it is by way of em- 
phasising this that Parmenides produccs with great cmphasis the phrase 
“being gods”; for in that realm each thing is rather united to its own 
godhcad, whercas in the intellectual realm it is rather distinguished ac- 
cording to the various levels of descent. And Socrates calls “too 
strange”’ the argument that deprives God of knowing; though first of 
all he should not have talked of deprivation but rather of superiority of 
knowledge (for that knowledge is said to be far more exact than all 
others); then if he had to say deprivation, he should have attributed the 
deprivation to the knowledge of our affairs, not of knowledge in gen- 
eral; this is not what the argument concluded. But it seems that he, tak- 
ing his stand at the level of intcllectual forms, got an incomplete grasp 
of Parmenides’ theory, since Parmenides was raising the hypothesis 
about the Forms from the sense-world up to the very peak of the intel- 
ligible world, in which arc found the Forms in their primal manifesta- 
tion and the unitary aspect of numbers which is deified by light from 
the Good, from which the ascent to the One Being and the “hearth”’ of 
real beings is casy for him. 

For it is necessary, in order that we should make manifest the whole 
chain of Ideas, to establish prior to the numerical multiplicity of the 
Ideas the unitary cause of beings, and the “hidden” and the unitary 
level of Being, and that being which is above Form, from which the 
number of the most unified Ideas has gone forth to all the secondary 
levels and orders of Being; for the primal Forms are the intelligible 
ones, and secondary are those which are intelligible on the one hand, 
but in the intellectual, and the third are those which are cohesive of all 
things, and fourth are those which bring to completion all intellectual 
and supracosmic realitics, and after these again are the intellectual 
forms, such as have this characteristic in its proper form; the sixth rank 
is taken up by the assimnilative forms, through which all the secondaries 
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are made like to the intellectual forms, while the seventh rank is taken 
up by the transcendent and supracelestial forms which have a unifying 
force in respect of those forms which are divided about the cosmos, and 
the last rank is held by the forms in the cosmos; and of these some are 
at the level of intellect, some at the level of soul, others at the level of 
nature, others at the level of sense-perception, and of these latter some 
are immaterial and others are material. It is down as far as these that the 
procession of the forms descends from the intelligible Forms on high, 
making their first appearance at the limit of intelligible beings, and hav- 
ing their final manifestation at the limit of the sense-world. 

Indeed, from all the levels of forms there necessarily descends some 
particular characteristic to all the lower forms which proceed from 
them, down to the lowest of the forms in the sensc-world—as, for in- 
stance, from the intelligible forms the characteristic of unchangeabil- 
ity, for they are primally eternal; from the primal level of intelligible~ 
intellectual forms each bears a token, not susceptible to knowledge, of 
its own paradigms, according as each has been allotted one or other di- 
vine characteristic; from the middle rank the characteristic of each 
being a whole and holding together with its wholeness the multiplicity 
of its parts; from the third rank the characteristic that each form is per- 
fective of that which previously existed only potentially; from those 
which are in the realm of thc intellectual the characteristic of being dis- 
tinguished according to all the variety of numbers, and of separating 
the things that participate in them; from those among the supra-cosmic 
the characteristic of each being assimilated to their own paradigms; 
from those which arc simultaneously above the cosmos and in the cos- 
mos the characteristic of each being such as to collect all those things 
which are in a pluralised state into the aggregates proper to cach; and 
from those in the cosmos the charactcristic of being unseparated from 
the nature dependent upon them and the characteristic of, with this na- 
ture, bringing to completion the gencration of composite entitics, 
From each level of forms, then, there should come some characteristic 
to the forms in the sense-realm, these being the ultimate limits of the 
chain of forms. 

You will not find anything else customarily said about these, 1 per- 
suade myself, except these things which we have said, such as that 
every sensible form requires another base and receptacle than itself, 
that each one is in many participant entities, and if they are eternal it is 
in the sense that the participants take their principle of order from onc 
source and are directed towards one source in respect of thcir primary 
participation; and that each of them has come into being through as- 
similation to the transcendent Forms, and has come into being in ac- 
cordance with those assimilations; that every individual form is that 
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which is immediately followed by the individual in the truest sense, 
when it has proceeded down to the ultimate material division; that each 
one brings to complction its substrate nature, which exists potentially, 
and brings it to actuality by its presence; that every Form is a whole 
experiencing as an attribute the One within it but not being that One, 
but rather containing a multiplicity of essences and powers; that every- 
thing possesses some neccssarily unknowable divine token, by reason 
of which cach thing has been allotted a different rank and place and cir- 
cuit in the universe according to a particular number and shape (for 
each of these things has been allotted to them by the creative agency in 
virtue of a certain secrct kinship towards the gods); that everything is 
always the same in the same state in the cosmos and that tlic universe 
never experiences deficiency, but that even when it has its substantia~ 
tion in things of generation, yct it cxists without generation. 

These things, then, which are usually attributed to the forms which 
go to make up the cosmos, are bestowed upon them, as has been said, 
from all the formative realms; and we would not be able to find any- 
thing else generally said about these things by those who have looked 
into things of this nature; so that it is with reason that we trace back 
cach thing to its proper first principle, rising from the lowest level to 
the primary ones. Thus many, then, are the orders of forms, to speak 
generally; and on either side of cach of these there is, above them, on 
the one hand, the intelligible wholeness and the monad of Being, and 
below them, both the primary substrate, which is the image of that 
wholeness there, and that which bears the lowest of all imprints of 
being. 


“And yet Socrates,” said Parmenides, ‘these difficulties and many more 
besides are inevitably involved in the forms if these ideas belong to real 
things and one is going to distinguish each form as a thing just by itself.” 
(134e-135a) 


It is in a thoroughly admirable way that Parmenides has by means of 
these problems Icd the argument up from the realm of sense to the first 
manifestation of the Forms, and through the pretext of objections has 
revealed many orders of forms, and has demonstrated, by going more 
deeply into the exposition of reality, the order that governs them; so 
necessarily he now ends by persuading Socrates not to rush carelessly 
or without testing into the hypothesising of Forms, but to take his 
course first through a great deal of dialectical exercise, in order that he 
may become equal to solving the aforementioncd problems and all 
others concerning Forms, and to get straight thc truth about the doc- 
trine. And therc is evidence of inspiration also in the way he takes up, 
in what has been said, all the topics of controversy which have been 
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used by those thinkers who have subsequently tried to deride the the- 
ory of Ideas; for if one cares to examine both those objections which 
have been brought against the common element in individual things, 
and those arguments which makc usc of the “‘later-born” concepts, and 
those which wil] not go beyond reason-principles in Soul, and those 
which postulate them as being in Intellect, but make them inactive and 
motionless, not having any power of creation or of assimilating to 
themselves those things which come to be from them—I at least am as- 
tonished that these people think that they on each occasion have some- 
thing new to say in raising difficulties against this doctrine, since none 
of those arguments which are capable of raising a difficulty were neg- 
lected by Plato.” 

But this is cnough about that. To turn to the details of the text, Par- 
menides shows how it is possible to develop other problems which 
arise from what has been said. For the phrase ‘and besides these”’ 
shows the ready supply of problems available to those who wish to 
search for them. And he also demonstrates that those things that have 
been said on the pretext of raising difficulties are from another point of 
view true; for it is necessary, he says, that the Forms should possess all 
the characteristics. that we have mentioned, both unknowability and 
the characteristic ofnot knowing anything of our affairs, and in general 
all the above-mentioned characteristics will be proper to some level of 
Forms; for it is not surprising if what is true of one is false when pro- 
posed for others. So then, the text not only sets out the difficulties (for 
he would have said, if he had wished simply to air difficulties, that 
these consequences must follow on the postulation of Forms), but also 
the truth about the Forms hidden in all these objections; for the Forms 
do not contain contradictions but always truths. 

And when he says ‘‘if these ideas belong to real things,” it is not the 
things of sense that he is calling ‘‘real things,”’ as if claiming that it was 
of these that the Ideas were, but he is actually demonstrating that the 
Ideas are ranked among the true realities, and are not just names given 
to empty concepts; and in saying this he has revealed that these diffi- 
culties do not operate for those who wish to make the Forms subse- 
quent to particulars or inherent in sensible objects; but it is preciscly for 
those who wish to number the Ideas among the truc realities that the 
argument is difficult and challenging to belief. And in adding the 
phrase “one is going to distinguish each form as a thing just by itself,”’ 
he has made clear to us how those who postulate Forms differ from 
those who do not postulate them; for other pcople too say that there is 


“ Translating Latin nullo neglecto a Platone for obfsvés mapaxsemévov 7 TI. of the 
Greek MSS. This may conceal rapaAsherppuévov or something such. 
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an intellect prior to the cosmos, and call this same intellect God, but yet 
they deny the existence of Idcas;! for they do not admit that this In- 
tellect has the causal principles of things in the cosmos distinguished 
within it, for instance the Forms of Man and Horse and Lion and those 
other things which are among mortal entities. So in this respect those 
who deny and those who postulate the Ideas differ from each other in 
so far as the one lot preserves distinct causal principles which are intel- 
lectual and motionless and divine, whcreas the others declare that there 
is one thing only which is an unmultiple and motionless cause as being 
an object of striving; and what we declare is proper to the cause which 
is situated above the Intellect and intelligible number, this they attach 
to Intellect; in so far as they consider this thing to be primary they were 
correct, for the realm of rcalicy must not be governed badly,'” nor 
should multiplicity have dominion over reality, but the One; but in so 
far as they postulate that Intellect and the One are the same thing, they 
are not correct. 

It is, then, a particular characteristic of the formative cause to be dis- 
tinguished in respect of the multiplicity of truc beings; and for this rea- 
son in the realm of first principles whcre we have the hidden and un- 
distinguished level of being, we do not yct have Form," and where we 
have first distinction, there we have the primary level of Forms, as for 
instance there is one form for the hcavenly bodies and another for land 
animals, and where the division is into more individuals, there arise 
particular entitics, and finally, as the formative creation proceeds, the 
last among creative forms have distinguished causcs even for parts and 
for accidents; for the reason-principles in nature contain distinct causal 
principles even of an eye and a foot and a heart and a finger. So that at 
the highest level we have principles of the most general entitics and at 
the bottom, principles even of parts, while at the middle rankings we 
have a situation which is analogous; for intellectual entities are not di- 
vided to the same extent as assimilative entities, nor are these divided. 
in the same way as detached entities are, but in so far as they are be- 
tween objects of sense and intellectual entities they are more divided 
than the latter, but are more unificd than the former, and are more gen- 
eral than sensible entities, but more particular than intclligible entities. 

The phrase ‘‘if one is going to distinguish,” as we have said, means 
the same as if onc were to postulate distinct causes, but not by pro- 


8 The Pcripatetics. 

10) A reference, presumably, to obx dyaSbv rohuxowpavin. sis xoipevos Sorw (Iliad 
2.204), quoted by Aristotle at Met, XU, 10.1076a4. 

1 For chis doctrine, cf. lambl. Zn Philebum fr. 4 Dillon = Damascius In Phileb. 105 (pp- 
49-51 Westerink). For Ilamblichus the Forms proper come into existence only in the In- 
tellectual realm, not in the Intelligible. 
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plicity of intelligible principles of the things of this realm; for this is 
proper to the study of the Ideas. 

The phrase “each just by itself,” as has been said often, indicates the 
simplicity and the immateriality and the purity of the Ideas; for each 
just by itselfis so by being of itself and not of anything else, nor being 
called what it is called in any borrowed sense; the addition of “‘some- 
thing’’ indicates its unitary quality and the fact that it enjoys a prior ex- 
istence as a causal principle; for the word something is not used in the 
case of Forms as it is in the case of material and individual things, but 
as a symbol of their oneness and of delimitation; and in so far as the 
Form is partial, if one were to confront it with the One Being, as such 
it is reasonably termed “‘something.”’ 


“The result is that the hearer is in doubt and in two minds whether to 
question their existence, or to contend that, if they do exist, they must cer- 
tainly be unknowable by our human nature.” (135a) 


This also is said with marvellous aptness and relevance to our nature; 
for neither does the brightest and wisest of us have an absolutely un- 
deviating knowledge of divine things (for Intellect alonc knows the in- 
telligible realm without any doubt whatever, whereas our level of 
being, in so far as it falls short of intellectual knowledge, to that extent 
is deprived of the clearcst level of knowledge); nor, on the other hand, 
is the most undevcloped and “earth-born” of us entirely without any 
intuition of the formal cause; for what could such person refer to when 
sometimes he abuses the phenomenal world as being changeable if he 
did not have in himsclf some undeviating preconception (prolépsis) of 
true reality? And between these two extremes there is the man who is 
in doubt, and he who is in two minds, and he who is inclined to deny 
the truth;"!! the man who is in doubt has on the whole his mind sccure 
in the belief that the Forms exist, but he is cautious also in the face of 
opposing arguments; he who is in two minds is carried equally to either 
side, both towards thcir cxistence and towards their non-existence in 
arguments; he who is inclined to deny them is inclined more towards 
their non-existence, on the one hand, intcrnally prompted towards 
their existence according to his undeviating intuition (ennoia), but on 
the other hand, because of the forgetfulness which has been shed about 
him, being inclined to do away with their existence; for if, he says, they 
do not exist, they do not exist; whercas even if they exist, but are un- 
knowable to us, he who postulates them is not worthy of attention; for 

1" Proclus derives three classes of person from the lemma, representing three degrees 


of uncertainty, 6 émopay, 6 éuqucfntaw, and 6 &pvoiperos—this last class being derived 
from the &yvwove of the lemma. 
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in claiming to support what is unknowable, he invalidates his own 
vote. Sec, then, how Parmenides admits the force of the aforemen~ 
tioned difficulties, and how he urges us to their solution; for there is 
some danger that we too might fall into these difficulties which he says 
those suffer who hear those troublesome arguments, and we might fall 
into doubt, and then be of two minds, and then completely reject this 
hypothesis, on the grounds that even if it is the case, it is quite uscless 
to us, as being unknowable in itself. It has been shown, then, how all 
these things are true, and how what falsehood lies in them may meet 
with suitable corrcction. 


‘Moreover, there seems to be some weight in these objections, and as we 
were saying, it is extraordinarily difficult to convert the objector.” (135a) 


It has been previously stated absolutely, that he who approaches the 
study of these things without sufficient ability and preparation will end 
up making him who wishes to assert that the Ideas are unknowable 
more plausible than onc who tries to defend thcir existence; for in all 
cases like is wont to attach itself to like. So then, what is dark to our 
eyes and appreciable only by philosophy is not going to become com- 
prehensible to those who are inadequate of soul, but only to those souls 
who through natural virtue and outstanding care and power of enthu- 
siasm have applied themselves worthily to the study of this subject; for 
it is not possible for the comprehension of intelligible things to arise in 
natures not suited to it, nor will it ever be the case that those things 
which have their being and their seat in pure Intellect will become man- 
ifest to those who have not purified their minds, if indeed it is true that 
in all cases like is comprchensible by like. 


“Only a man of exceptional gifts will be able to see that a genus, or es- 
sence, just by itself, does exist in each case; and it will require someone still 
more remarkable to discover it and to instruct another who has thoroughly 
examined all these difficulties.” (135ab) 


He teaches us again in this passage who is the most suitable auditor 
of these discourses, calling him a man in no casual sense but with the 
idea that he should be so called from his form of life, exhibiting a great 
deal of stoutheartedness''? and lofty spirit; for anyone who is propos- 
ing to acquire some comprehension of the gods should have nothing in 
his thoughts which is small or lowly; and in caJling him one of excep- 
tional gifts, he wishes to indicate that he should be adorned with all the 
qualities of a philosophic nature, and in reccipt of many contributions 
from his nature to the intellectual comprehension of things divine. And 


"2 There seerns to be a word-play intended here between andra and (h)adron. 
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following on this he reminds us again who should be the instructor in 
knowledge on this subect, that he should be productive and inventive 
in respect of his teaching; for some pcople make sufficient progress so 
as to be sufficient for themsclves, but others arc able to stimulate others 
also to a memory of the truth of things; and for this reason also he has 
called this person ‘“‘still more remarkable”; for such a person is analo- 
gous to Resource, and the learner to Poverty, and between the two of 
them is Eros, who joins the less complete to the more complete." 
Then, third after these two things, he informs us what is the end of this 
teaching, that the learner and receiver of this knowledge should suffi- 
ciently have sorted out all the classes of beings, and contemplated with 
thorough accuracy the various causes of things whence thcy take their 
start—how many ranks of them there are, how they come to be in cach 
level of being, how they are participated in, how they govern all 
things—and in a word, all such questions which we have been discuss- 
ing up to this. 

But'so much for that. As regards the details of the text, the expres- 
sion “having thoroughly cxamined” indicates the unconfused and pure 
intellectual apprehension of cach of these truths; for thorough exami- 
nation is a type of defining clarification of the properties of each thing. 
The expression ‘‘some genus of each thing”’ indicates the primary 
causal principle of each chain of being which precxists on the divine 
level; for the Form, although being a Form in relation to some other 
individual in that realm, is a genus, as being morc general than the 
forms in the sense-realm, and as encompassing those which are not 
completely similar in form to each other; for how could the man on 
earth be similar in form to that in the hcavens or that which had been 
allotted its being in some other element of the universe? 


sacar “ethical” allegorisation of the myth of Poros and Penia in Plato's Symposium, 
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Book V covers Parm. 135b3 (ovyxwpé got) to 137b6 (34 éxeivou dm6- 
pots), less than half the length of Book [V both in terms of text and 
commentary, and similar in size to Book ILI. It comprises the transition 
passage to the second part of the dialogue, in which Parmenides reas- 
serts the necessity of postulating the existence of Forms, but asserts the 
complementary necessity of submitting oneself to proper training in 
dialectic in order to avoid the errors and confusion into which the 
youthful Socrates has fallen. The most remarkable feature of Proclus’ 
commentary on this section is his attempt to exercise Parmenides’ dia- 
lectic method on a number of subjects other than the One (997-1017). 

The first section of the Book may be taken as covering 135b3-d6, 
running from 977.5 to 992.28. It is divided into five lemmata. We begin 
with Socrates’ admirable welcoming of the maicutic process of refuta- 
tion to which Parmenides has subjected him. Parmenides’ next remark 
(135bc) is for Proclus sure evidence that this is how the preceding ar- 
guments are to be taken. The second lemma (978.21-983. 18) is taken 
up with showing how, if one refuses to admit the existence of Forms, 
“one will have no direction in which to turn his dianoia’’—which Pro- 
clus chooses to take in the technical sense of ‘discursive intellect,” 
being that faculty properly concerned with logical reasoning—defini- 
tion, demonstration, and division. “If we are to discover the definition 
which will serve as the beginning of a demonstration, the definition 
must be of an entity of such a sort as to comprehend everything more 
particular than itself. Such things are the forms in us, and not those in- 
herent in particulars.” (981.24ff.) . 

His praise of Analysis (analytiké) in this connection (982.21ff.) is of 
some interest, as being a Neoplatonic statement of Aristotelian doc- 
trinc: “Analysis is the complement to Demonstration, inasmuch as it 
leads us to analyse effects into their causes; and to Definition, inasmuch 
as it proceeds from the particular to the universal.’’ For Aristotle, a#a- 
lytiké is an instrument for analysing particulars into their basic ele- 
ments; for Proclus, its purpose is to separate off the universal. 


324 


INTRODUCTION 


He takes pains to distance Plato from Aristotle also a little further 
down, at 984.24ff. Parmenidcs’ dialectic must be distinguished firmly 
from Aristotelian ““epichcirematic,” as described, for instance, in Top- 
ics VII, 14. The awkward thing is that Aristotle does seem, in that 
chapter, to be describing very much the method of the Platonic Par- 
menides: 


For training and practice in this kind of argument onc should, in 
the first place, accustom oneself to converting arguments (dvr 
otpédew); for thus we shall be better provided for treating the 
subject under discussion and obtain by a quick method a thorough 
knowledge of a number of arguments. For conversion is the revers- 
ing of the conclusion, together with the othcr questions raised, and 
the demolition of one of the points conceded; for of necessity, if 
the conclusion is not true, one of the premises must be demol- 
ished, since it was owing to the assumption of all of them that the 
conclusion necessarily followed. In dealing with any thesis, we 
must examinc the arguments both for and against, and having dis- 
covered it, we must immediatcly seek the solution, for the result 
will be that we shall have trained ourselves at the samc time both 
for question and for answer. 


Since this is rather what Parmenides says he is going to do in the dia- 
logue, and since it was believed at least until the end of the Middle Pla- 
tonic period that that is what Plato intended, it is important for Proclus 
to reject the idea here. Epicheirematic, he says, is concerned with the 
realm of opinion, while the purpose of this method is the definition of 
Forms. 

This leads him (985. 1 1ff.} to raise the problem of the definition of a 
Form. Strictly speaking, Forms are not definable. Proclus relies here on 
that passage of the Seventh Letter (342ad) which declares that it is im- 
possible for a name or a definition to comprehend adequately the es- 
sence of a Form—that is to say, Proclus specifies, Forms on the intelli- 
gible or intellectual levels. Forms at the level of Soul, and forms-in- 
matter, are definable. Dialectic defines, by diacresis, these images of 
Forms, but the Forms themselves it can only contemplate. 

On the other hand (986.36ff.), we can produce definitions of things, 
such as evils and artificial objects, of which there are no Forms (like the 
shuttle of the Cratylus), since our mind has the faculty of putting these 
concepts together on the basis of the /ogoi of positive and natural enti- 
ties which it contains. 

In the final lemma of this section (988. 6-992.28), Proclus once again 
finds it necessary to refute the suggestion that the “exercise’’ which 
Parmenides recommends to Socrates at 135d4 is the epicheirematic 


325 


BOOK V 


method of the Peripatetics, recommended by Aristotle in the Topics. 
To do this, he repeats what he said in the prefatory portion of the Com- 
mentary (Book I, 653.3ff.); there are three processes of dialectic—the 
cathartic, used to purge Sophists and others of their ‘‘double igno- 
rance,” their conceit of knowledge; the recollective, opposite to the 
first, which rouses suitable candidates to the anamnésis of true reality; 
and thirdly, a mixture of the two. Proclus picks out the Lysis as a par- 
ticularly good example of this lattcr type of yuzvacia. Once again, the 
difference from Aristotle’s cpicheirematic lies in the assumption of 
Forms, the recollection of which one is trying to awaken in the inter- 
locutor. 

However, a difficulty has been raised (991.5ff.) as to whether this ex- 
ercise can be identified with Platonic dialectic. After all, this is here de- 
scribed as &50\ecxia, and suitable to the young, whereas dialectic, in 
the Philebus (58d), and in Republic VII (537c-e) is spoken of as the high- 
est intellectual activity, and not to be communicated to the young. But 
there is no real problem hcre, says Proclus; the reference to “‘idle talk” 
is ironic, and Socrates is not just any young man—young men as en- 
visaged in Republic VII might be of uneven quality (a strange point to 
make, perhaps, since they would all be duly selected Guardians!). 

The second main section of the Book may be taken as covering the 
passage 135d7 to 136e4, which contains Parmenides’ description of his 
method. The commentary on this runs from 992.32 to 1026.39 and is 
divided into 13 lommata, most of which, however, are quite short. The 
main feature of the section is Proclus’ attempt to illustrate Parmenides’ 
method (997.16-1007.34). 

Proclus begins with a recapitulation of the plan of the dialogue, and 
a reminder that this sort of dialectical exercise is a necessary tool for the 
comprehension of the metaphysical truths of the second half. In the 
process, he shows (993.38f£.) that he understands dialectic already inits 
“Hegelian”’ sense, as being not concerned with argument or refutation, 
but rather with the logical working out of systems of opposition or 
“contradiction” in the world, which Icads to a synthesis on a higher 
level. But of course we must remember that Hegel knew his Proclus. 

The transfer of the subject matter from the physical realm to the in- 
telligible is for Proclus a sure indication of the superiority of this 
method to any Aristotelian imitations. It is a small bother to him 
(995.26f£.) that Parmenidcs describes the method as a “wandering” 
(whdvn, 135e1), but he takes this to refer to the dialectical procession 
from opposites to opposites which is characteristic of the method. 

He begins his exposition of the method by commending the obser- 
vation of ‘the older authorities” (of zpeaBvrepor)—possibly Middle 
Platonists—that Plato here brings to complction the writings of both 
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Parmenides and Zeno, that is, Parmenides' Poem and the Logoi of Zeno 
(to something purporting to be which, as we have seen, Proclus seems 
to have had access). At present it is the latter with which we are con- 
cerned. Parmenides here points out that Zeno only considers what fol- 
lows and what does not follow if something exists or is thc case; to get 
a complete picture of reality, however, we must also consider what fol- 
lows (and does not follow) if it is not the case. 
What is the importance of this? Proclus explains (998. 19££.): 


If, for instance, I were to postulate that soul exists, and then were 
to show that the conscquencc is that motion exists, and then, say- 
ing, “Let us suppose that soul does not exist,” I were to demon- 
strate that motion no longer cxisted, then it will be through soul’s 
existencc that motion exists. It will therefore be the first principle 
and cause of motion. If, on the other hand, motion were to occur 
with soul not existing, then it would be plain that motion does not 
derive from soul. 


In other words, to gain a full understanding of something’s role in 
the universe, and thus of its essence, we must contemplate the rcsults 
of its non-existence as well as of its existence. The only problem with 
this, as he gocs on to point out (999.13ff.), is that one might wonder 
how anything could follow from the non-existence of something. Here 
Proclus seems to cause himself unnecessary trouble by launching into 
a distinction of modes and degrces of “‘not-being,” taken from the 
Sophist (258aff.), and asserting that Parmcnides means, not the absolute 
non-existence of something, but merely its relative non-existence. But 
this seems misplaced ingenuity. Parmenidcs surely is intending to say, 
“What would the world look like if x were not there?” with no reser- 
vations as to the type of non-existence involved. At any rate, we get a 
rapid survey of the various meanings of “not-being,” up to 1000.33. 

Proclus then turns to examine the logical form of Parmenides’ 
method. Any initial hypothesis, he says, gives rise to two others, and 
each of these two in turn to threc, thus producing a set of six. Proclus 
means by a simple hypothesis one that simply states a predicate of a 
subject (riv ti cupBaiver, 1001.3). The two propositions arising 
from this postulate, respectively, that it is and that it is not the case, and 
the three hypotheses arising from each of these state what is true, not 
true, and both true and not true, of the subject if it exists, and again if 
it does not exist. 

But this is not the end of the process. Each of these six hypotheses is 
quadrupled, by reason of the variety of possible rclationships of the 
predicate to the subject. For we must consider what is true of a subject 
if it exists, not only in relation to itself, but in relation to others, and 
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what is true of the others, in relation not only to themselves, but also 
to it. We get thus a set of twenty-four hypotheses in relation to any 
concept we propose to ourselves for examination. 

To demonstrate the mcthod in action, Proclus volunteers to take us 
through the postulation of the existence of Soul (1004.8-1006.17). He 
claims for the method that it is superior to the four traditional proce- 
dures of logic—definition, division, demonstration, and analysis—in 
that it comprchends all of them, and can be used for any of the purposes 
for which they can be used. In the case of the Soul, he sets out to pro- 
vide, through the method, both a definition of it and an account of its 
power in the world. He does this, it seems, by hypothesising the var- 
ious relationships (e.g. “If Sou] exists, what is truc of ‘the others’—in 
this case, bodics—in relation to it?”’), and then, by introspection, com- 
ing up with a serics of predicates resulting from this, c.g. “being vivi- 
fied by it,” “being preserved and held together through it,” “being in 
general dependent on it.” 

What sort of validity, onc wonders, is this procedure meant to have? 
Proclus scems to think that if you pose the right questions in the right 
order (that is, according to this twenty-four part scheme), all the rele- 
vant truths will emerge. Having gone through the method, at any rate, 
he declares (1006. 17££.): 


. we conclude from these arguments that Soul is the cause of life 
and motion and interaction for bodies, and in general of their ex- 
istence and preservation. For on the assumption that Soul exists 
these things follow, and in the case of its non-existence the nega~ 
tion of these follows. Only, then, from Soul and through Soul are 
these qualities present to bodies. This is the purpose of the whole. 
method, to discover the propertics of a thing, and of what things 
it is the cause both to itsclf and to others. 


But in what sense do these various propositions ‘follow’? Not in any 
strictly logical sense, surely. If anything, they seem to follow intur- 
tively from the positing of cach hypothesis. But then this, after all, is 
how Platonic diaeresis operates. Intuition tells one how a given concept 
is to be divided, in order to reach the definition that one wants. That, 
however, does not make this process any more respectable, from an 
Aristotelian, or a modern, viewpoint. 

Proclus, on the other hand, is entirely satisfied with it. He regards 
Aristotle as having developed his syllogistic method in imitation of this 
system (1007.10-11), but feels that this ‘‘Parmenidcan” system “‘is far 
more complete, setting out as it does by the process of division all the 
modes through which one must proceed if one proposes to exercise 
one’s intellect on each aspect of Being.” 
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In the next four lemmata (1008.4-1017.39), Proclus takes us through 
the analysis of a series of concepts by means of the method, though in 
an abbreviated form, comprising cight hypotheses instead of twenty- 
four. He begins with Zeno’s own hypothesis. “That there are many,” 
and proceeds through Likeness and Unlikeness, Motion and Rest, 
Generation and Corruption, following Parmenides’ suggestions in 
136b. In each case, he feels that a true understanding of the nature and 
power of each entity is arrived at by this procedure. In the case of Gen- 
eration and Corruption, however, he fecls the need first to explain their 
presence in the world of Forms (1011.33ff.). He docs this only by re- 
lating them respectively to Being and Not-Being—which latter, as we 
learn from the Sophist (258a), is no less real than Being. It is the prop- 
erty of Generation, we learn through the method, ‘‘to rouse things to 
existence,” and of Corruption ‘“‘to lead them away from cxistence”’ 
(1013.14-16). 

The next lemma (136b6-c5) introduces the possibility of considering 
not only whether a given entity exists, but whether it possesses a given 
attributes, e.g. whether the soul is immortal. Proclus now proceeds to 
show that the method can tackle this form of proposition just as well 
(1014.7ff.), though in fact the conclusions do not differ greatly from 
the postulation that Soul exists. He ends his exercise of the Parmeni- 
dean dialectic by running through the twenty-four modes in the case of 
the. proposition “that Providence exists” (1016.3- 1017.33). Once 
again, onc gets the impression that he has simply put to himself the var- 
ious hypotheses—e.g. “If Providence exists, what follows for other 
things, in relation to themsclves?”’—and finds that he can only think, 
“They do not suffer anything at each other’s hands randomly,” “They 
do not suffer injustice from any quarter,”’ and that exhausts his intui- 
tions on the subject; therefore, that is what follows. He does not sum- 
marize his findings as regards Providence, but we might hazard a con- 
clusion as follows: “Providence is the cause of the prescrvation and 
orderly intcrrelationships of all things,” or something to that effect. 

In the next lemma, at 1020.31ff., he makes the remarkable statc- 
ment: “A sign of the difficulty involved in using this method is the fact 
that none of those who followed Plato sct out any of their own works 
in this form (we leave aside Ammikartos, whoever he was). Itis for this 
reason that we have tried above to employ it by using a number of ex- 
amples.” One might propose other reasons why no one ever madc use 
of the method, but it is a most interesting testimony that Proclus gives 
here to its total neglect by Plato’s successors. He is the first since Plato 
himself to attempt to use it (as for Ammikartos, we can only echo Pro- 
clus’ dismissal of him; he is unknown to history). 

The rest of this scction of the book (up to 1026.39) is occupied with 
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“ethical” interpretation of the relationship between Parmenides, Zeno, 
and Socrates, and “physical” interpretation of their relations as cosmic 
principles, as already set out in the prefatory section of Book I. An ex- 
ample, perhaps, will suffice, in the form of Proclus’ opening comments 
on the lemma 136d4-6 concerning Zeno’s “laughter” (1021.6ff.): 


Even so among the gods the third joins himself to the second, and 
strives for fulfillment from him, whereas the second, inasmuch as 
he is situated in the first, draws forth the benefactions deriving 
from him upon all [all this a description of the relations between 
the Chaldacan triad of zaryp, Svvapus and vous]. It is remarkable 
also to notc in this passage that, when there was question ofa smile 
[130a6], they both smiled, Zeno and the great Parmenides, 
whereas here, when therc is talk no longer of smiling, only Zeno 
laughs, Parmenides remaining in his state of calm. . . . The smile, 
then, represents the invisible and hidden activity of the divine, 
whercas laughter is more perceptible than smiling. So the one rep- 
resents the permanent and quiescent and hidden god, the other a 
god who remains above, but is already in the process of proceed- 
ing forth and becoming manifest. 


We have already learned in Book I that Parmenides is the &v dy, or 
monad of the noetic world, while Zeno is his {w%, or dynamic clement, 
and this passage for Proclus is further confirmation of the correctness 
of that interpretation. 

The third section of the Book (1026.40:1038.39) covers Parm. 136e5- 
137b8, the final portion of the first part of the Parmenides, in which Par- 
menides, after some modest demurral, agrees to give a demonstration 
of his method, on his own hypothesis, “That there is a One.” 

Proclus’ excgesis is mainly on the allegorical level, explaining Par- 
menides’ hesitation as the unwillingness of the One Being to descend 
from the level of purc intuitive thought to that of discursive reasoning. 
Parmenides quoting of Ibycus’ comparison of himself to an old war- 
horse (fr. 2 Bergk) naturally puts Proclus in mind of the charioteer and 
pair of the Phaedrus myth (1029.5ff.). Parmenides does descend, how- 
evcr, because the higher principles are always ready to extend their 
benefits to those lower entities which are ready to receive them. 

We may note, however, in the midst of all this, an interesting aporia 
(ultimately solved, as so often, by Syrianus) as to how Parmenides can 
call the postulation of the One “my own hypothesis,” when what he 
has actually hypothesised in his poem was Onc Being. Some suggested 
that this is just another instance of Plato “correcting” the doctrine of a 
predecessor, as he does that of Gorgias or Protagoras. In what seems to 
be a second view (1033.10ff.), though it is presented as a continuation 
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of the first, it is suggested that Parmenides may have postulated a One 
above Being in “unwritten discourses,’’ which he communicated to 
Zeno, while he went no higher than Being in his Poem. Syrianus, 
however, manages to reconcile the Poem to the dialogue by arguing 
that the postulation of One Being naturally Icads to the postulation of 
the One above Being, which is itself ‘‘non-hypothesised”’ (1034.5f£.): 


The only thing, then, which is non-hypothesised is the One, so 
that whatever is hypothesised is something else, and not the One, 
but he ascends from this to the One, as from an hypothesis to the 
non-hypothesised. One might thus properly admire the whole 
structure of Parmenides’ discoursc here; for if on the one hand he 
had assumcd as an hypothesis that which was non-hypothcsised, 
and taken what has no first principle as procceding from one, then 
he would not have been following his mcthod, which calls in 
every case for hypothesising something and seeing what follows 
from it; or, on the other hand, if he assumed what was not the non- 
hypothesised, but something more or less remote from the One, 
it would not have been easy for him to make the transition to it, 
nor would he have been able to reveal to us the cause of Being nat- 
urally and without strain. 


This is a typically Syrianic solution to a not very real problem, to 
which the correct answer is presumably the first of the three mentioned 
above, but it is a useful example of the Neoplatonist commentators’ ap- 
proach to their subject matter. 

The remaining portion of the book comprises an introductory dis- 
cussion of why there is a plurality of hypotheses (1034.37£f.), which 
will be taken up again in Book VI, and a little more allegorising of the 
characters, which we need not dwell on further—cxcept to note the in- 
teresting use made of the exchange between Hera and Iris in Book 
XXIV of the Iliad in order to illustrate the way in which lower entities 
particularise the more generic intellections of higher entities, even as 
Aristoteles has particularised to himsclf the general request of Parmen- 
ides to have the youngest present as his interlocutor (1139. 19£f.). And 
SO we pass on to the First Hypothesis itself. 
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“T agree with you, Parmenides,”” said Socrates, “what you are saying is 
very much to my mind.” (135b) 


That very thing which was said in the Gorgias (458a) is here also, as 
it scems, well demonstrated by Socrates in his actions; for there he says, 
“The unexamined life is not a good thing for those who arc not good, 
so that I would be no more displeased to be refuted, if 1 were to. say 
something incorrect, than I would be ready to refute another.” So then 
having practised this habit from boyhood, it is obvious here also that 
he welcomes refutation, and so far is he from being annoyed at it that 
he actually says that this has al] come about “‘to his mind.” For even as 
those who are contentious take arguments which refute them “to 
heart,” even so those who are of philosophic nature regard the prob- 
lems directed at themselves as being “to their mind.” And indeed it is 
clear that Parmenides is doing this very thing which Plato himselfin his 
Letters (VII, 340bc) urges us to do, to demonstrate to those who are 
pursuing some subject of study the difficulty that surrounds it and to 
exaggerate remarkably the unpleasantness attendant upon that, in or- 
der that he who is apt for the comprchension of such a subject of study 
should be shown to be more enthusiastic for participation in it, while 
he who is unsuited should be revealed as such, through his shrinking 
back from the threatened unplcasantness and becoming a fugitive from 
it. This then is what Parmenides has done, in intimidating Socrates 
with the problems involved in the theory of Forms, and showing him 
that it requires much greater powcr to resolve them than he is in com- 
mand of at present. As for Socrates, he marvels at the problems, and 
gathering his mind together within him he will thus try to “join” with 
Parmenides “in the ecstasy”’ (Phaedr. 234d) of contemplating divine 
things; whercfore Parmenides now extends some help to him for the 
comprchension of intellectual and scientific understanding of things di- 
vine. 


“But on the other hand,’’ said Parmenides, “if, in view of all these diffi- 
culties and others like them, Socrates, a man refuses to admit that Forms 
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of things exist or to distinguish a definite Form in every case, he will have 
no direction in which to turn his thought, so long as he will not allow that 
each thing has a character which is always the same; and in so doing he 
will completely destroy the significance of all discourse.” (135bc) 


He reminds us here most concisely and thoroughly scientifically that 
Forms of things in fact exist. For if the knowledge proper to the dis- 
cursive and intuitive intellect is superior to that derived from sense- 
perception, then necessarily the objects of the discursive and intuitive 
intellect are more divine than those things apprehended by the senses. 
For the objects of knowledge must have the same relation to each other 
as the organs coordinate with them. Discursive and intuitive intellect, 
then, contemplate the transcendent—immaterial Forms and those 
things that are universal and “in themsclves”—whilc sense-perception 
deals with individuals, and with forms not separate from their sub- 
strate. The objects of the vision, therefore, of discursive and intuitive 
intellect must be more divine and cternal. The universal, after all, is 
prior to the particular, and the immaterial to the material. Whence, 
then, would the discursive intellect derive these? They arc not always 
present in us on an actualised level; but necessarily what is actualised 
must precede what is potential both in the sphere of cognition and of 
existence. So then the Forms exist somewhere else, prior to us, in the 
realm of divine and transcendent entities, and it is from these that the 
forms in us are brought to completion; for if these did not exist, ncither 
would the forms in us, nor can what is complete come from what is 
incomplete. From what source, then, does completion come to the 
forms in us? Certainly not from the realm of sense-perception, which 
is inferior to them. It is not right for the better to owe its creation or 
perfection to the worse. And whence derives the multiplicity of these 
forms in the multiplicity of souls? In all cases, after all, onc must as- 
sume prior to a multiplicity a unity from which it derives. Even as the 
multiplicity of sense-objects could not have derived from anything but 
a single source, which is superior to the sense-objects and which pro- 
duced the common element in the individual particulars, so neither 
would the forms in souls have come into being, since they too are 
many. For the Form of Justice and cach of the others are present in cach 
individual soul. These, being many, have need of a unity to give them 
existence, which will be on a supcrior level to the psychic, even as that 
what created the objects of sense is on a higher level than that of sense- 
perception, comprehending as it does unitarily all their diversity. And 
how can we avoid the necessity of therc being prior to the selfmoved 
forms the unmoved Form? For even as extemally moved entities are 
outranked by self-moved reason-principles and the entities which 
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constantly! generate what is externally moved, in the same way pre- 
sumably, there are established, above the self-moved, those entities 
which are unmoved and conduct their activities in eternity, since 
everywhere the stationary cause must precede the moving one. If then 
there are forms which are in the multiplicity of souls, there must, far 
more so, be prior to these ones intellectual Forms, prior to the self- 
moved the unmoved, prior to the pluralised the monadic, prior to the 
imperfect the perfect, and prior to the potential the actualised. So if the 
intellectual Forms were to cease to exist, the forms in the soul would 
no longer exist either; for nowhere does Nature begin from the imper- 
fect and the multiple, nor is it proper for multiplicity not to exist in ref- 
erence to monads, nor things imperfect to what is perfect, nor things 
in motion to what is motionless. 

If, then, there is no such thing as forms-in-soul, “one will have no 
direction in which to turn ones thought (dianoia) ,'"? as Parmenides says; 
for imagination and sense-perccption must direct themselves to objects 
on their own level. With what level of reality, then, shall we say that 
the discursive intellect concerns itself? Of what things will there be dis- 
cursive knowledge within us, if forms on this level are done away 
with? We will certainly not be contemplating derived concepts, for 
these are actually less respectable than sense-objects and the common 
qualities inherent in them. How then could it be that the objects of 
knowledge coordinate with the discursive intellect should be inferior to 
those things known by the senses? The only alternative would be that 
we know nothing else but objects of sensc-perception. Whence, then, 
would logical proofs derive their validity? For logical proofs depend on 
these entities, which are also the causes of the principles of demonstra- 
tion and are prior in nature and not relative to us, and more honourable 
than what is demonstrated by means of them. But the entities on which 
proofs are based are universal, not particular; the universal, then, is 
prior and more causative and more honourable than the particular. 
Thus it comes about, I suppose, that even those who do not believe in 
the Forms, being constrained by the force of truth, pay honour in their 
writings on Demonstration? to the universal and term it more divine 
than the particular; for it is this that makes logical proofs such as they 
declare them to be. 

And whence will definitions derive—for a definition is constructed 

1 Reading cei for edn (West). 


2 Prochus treats this use of dedvoux as being a technical term to denote “discursive in 
tellect,”" as opposed to vois, “intuitive intellect.” It is so translated, therefore, in what 


follows. : 
1 Cf. Aristotle An. Post. 1, 11.77a5ff., though the universal is not there described 3 


Gevdirepor. 
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in virtue of the reason-principles in the soul? It is the common element 
in particulars that we define, having first within ourselves the Form, 
not the image, present in them. If, then, definition is the beginning of 
demonstration, there must be some other definition prior to this of the 
many forms and really-existent rcason-principles in souls; for since the 
Form of Justice exists in each soul, as we have said, it is plain that in- 
stances of justice in us are manifold, but have something in common, 
which circumstance enables each soul, through being acquainted with 
the reason-principle of Justice within itself, to see equally that present 
in all others. If it possesses some common element, it is this common 
element that we define by calling it the ‘‘what it is,” and this is the be- 
ginning of demonstration, not the materialised and, as it were, mortal 
entity inherent (in the particular). In demonstrations and definitions the 
particular must be subordinate to the universal and the definition. Def- 
initions of common features in particular do not take in the particulars 
as a whole. How, for instance, is the whole of Socrates comprehended 
by the definition ‘‘rational mortal animal,” when there cxist in him 
other elements also which make up his so-called ‘personal quality’ 
The reason-principle of Man in us comprehends the whole of each par- 
ticular, for the particular comprehends unitarily all those potencies 
which are seen as being involved in the individuals. In the case of ‘‘an- 
imal” likewise, the instance of it in particulars is less comprehensive 
than the particulars themselves or the species; for it does not have in 
actualised form all the differentiae, but only potentially, wherefore it 
becomes a sort of “matter” to the specificatory differentiae that supcr- 
impose themselves upon it. The “animal”’ inherent in us is greater and 
more comprehensive than “man,” for it contains in unified form all the 
differentiae, not potentially, like the concept, but actualised. If we are, 
then, to discover the definition which will serve as the beginning of a 
demonstration, the definition must be of an entity of such a sort as to 
comprehend everything more particular than itself. 

Such things are the forms in us, and not those inherent in particulars. 
Therefore, if these are abolished, definition will no longer be possible. 
So the science of definition will disappear, along with that of demon- 
stration, departing from the range of human thought. Furthermore, 
following on these, the science of division will become a mere name; 
for divisions do nothing other than distinguish the many from the one, 
and separate off those things preexisting in a unified manner in the 
whole into their proper differentiae, not adding the differcntiac from 
without, but viewing them as being within, in the genera themselves, 


%82 dividing off the species from onc another. Where, then, would be the 


* TSies sodv, an originally Stoic term 


335 


983 


BOOK V 


task of this science, if really-existent forms were not present in us? For 
to identify its business as being with these derived concepts is the ap- 
proach of men who have no awareness whatever of its power. For itis 
proper to a division based on opinion to divide derived concepts, but 
to intellectual and scientific division to study the really-existent differ- 
entiac of the reason-principles in the soul, to unfold their unified poten- 
cies, and to see the more particular arising out of the more general. Far 
more, then, than the sciences of definition and demonstration would 
this science be totally without substance, if souls do not possess really- 
existent reason-principles. For Definition is a more august and sover- 
eign art than Demonstration, and Division in turn than Definition. Di- 
vision gives to Definition its first principles, but not vice versa. And 
since Demonstration does not permit itself to fool about® with derived 
concepts, Definition and Division are certainly not going to take as 
their subject matter such objects, and objects yet more worthless. We 
will then be abolishing the whole of Dialectic if we do not admit the 
existence of really-existent reason-principles in souls; for the ability to 
discuss those things which remain always the samc employs these 
methods, since Analysis also should be included among these arts. For 
it serves as complement to Demonstration, inasmuch as it leads us to 
analyse effects into their causes; and to Definition, inasmuch as it pro- 
ceeds from the composite to the more simple; and to Division, inas- 
much as it proceeds from the particular to the universal (in so many 
ways is Analysis implicated with these other arts); so that if these were 
abolished, it too would suffer the same fate. 

If, then, the Forms do not exist, ncither will the reason-principles-of 
things within us; and if the reason-principles of things within us do not 
exist, then neither will the dialectical methods by which we come to 
know true reality, nor “will we have any direction in which to turn our 
thought.” For it is this faculty of the soul in particular, in its desire for 
the cause of things, that takes refuge with the Forms and the monads 
which generate the multiplicities of things, while Opinion is content 
with derived concepts, such as are inherent in particulars. How, then, 
will it give an account of the causes of these things, and towards what 
first principles will ic direct its theorising? For the true causes of exist- 
ents are paradigmatic and creative and final, and if the Forms did not 
exist, it would not be possible that paradigms could exist; for these 
Forms are the most powerful class of paradigms. Nor could there bea 
god who creates the contents of the cosmos; for it is the Forms which 
possess the creative capacity and the causal principles of all that comes 
into being. Nor could there be a final cause, for the final cause of some- 


5 “Abupauy, perhaps a vox Platonica for Proclus; cf. Laws VII, 796b. 
6 Reading vedi for rédeea xai, in view of line 8 reAtnov atzeov (West.). 
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thing’s existence reveals the creative principle between that which cx- 
ists for the sake of something and the thing itself, according to which 
the things which exist in reference to that thing’ attain their proper end. 
It would not, then, be possible to give the rcasons why each thing came 
to be what it is. 

So then, he who does not accept this theory has succeeded in abol- 
ishing at one sweep from the sphere of existents, along with the para- 
digms, the demiurgic cause also, and has rendered the final cause im- 
perfect; for he makes it the end of motion, but not of the existence of 
all things. 


“But that consequence I think you perceive only too well.”’ “Quite 
right,” he said. ‘What are you going to do about philosophy, then? 
Where will you turn while the answers to these questions remain un- 
known?” “I can see no way out at the present moment.”’ (135c) 


Hc had just provided thc first piece of assistance to Socrates after the 
confusion induced by the posing of problems, in the form of the con- 
cisest and truest demonstration of the theory of Forms, of which Par- 
menides says that Socrates acquired a grasp cven before the presenta- 
tion of his own arguments, but imperfectly; for ‘“‘perceive’’ is the term 
proper to the lowest and most imperfect form of knowledge. And in- 
deed it would not be likely that. if he did completely comprehend the 
existence of the Forms, he would still be disturbed by these problems. 
Now he provides a second piecc of assistance, by sketching to him the 
procedure by which he can add what is lacking, and acquire a complcte 
grasp of the theory of Forms. For Ict us postulate that the Forms exist. 
But it has been shown that, if they are knowable by us, they do not 
exist. How then can we philosophize about them as existing, when 
knowledge of them cannot arisc in us, as the argument presenting the 
problems showed? In face of this Socrates was plunged into profound 
bafflement. But Parmenides has discovered a sccond picce of assistance 
for him, to which he exhorts Socrates in a fatherly and solicitous spirit, 
that by making up what is lacking in his preparation, he may stand re- 
vealed as a worthy contemplator of the Forms. 

“That is because you are undertaking to define ‘beautiful’, ust’, ‘good’, 

and each one of the Forms too soon, before you have had a preliminary 


training. I noticed that the other day when I heard you talking here with 
Aristotle.” (135c¢d). 


In point of good natural parts and enthusiasm Parmenides finds no 
need to correct any deficiency in Socrates from the proper measure; it 
isin respect of experience alone that he decms him deficient, for which 


” Reading 8:’adbra for S:’adrod (line 10), and xpds aird for apas ociréx (linc 11) (West). 
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reason he urges him to become more widely skilled through extensive 
practice of dialectic and following out the consequences of the various 
hypotheses, and only then, thus fortified, to turn to the study of the 
Forms. For the problems that were baffling him now are easily soluble 
by those who are exercised in dialectic. 

This, indecd, is the whole purpose of the discourse that follows. This 
exercise is not to be considered the sort of thing it is customary to call 
‘che argumentative method."* That relates to opinion, whereas this, he 
says, despises the opinion of the many; it means nothing to the many 
and is for this reason termed by them “idle talk.”” The former presents 
many ways of dealing with onc proposition, on the basis of which we 
can cither confirm or refute what is proposed to us, making use of 
opinion; the latter, on the other hand, presents to us the same method 
applied to many different propositions, which conducts an examina- 
tion of opposite statements,’ . . . or, in other words, secures the con- 
firmation or refutation of one of a pair of conflicting propositions. So 
the latter differs from the former and is so much the superior to it, as it 
uses, from the outset, more noble methods than it for the achievement 
of its proper task, that is to say, divisions and definitions and demon- 
strations. If, then, we are traincd in this method, there is good hope of 
our acquiring a genuine grasp of the theory of Forms, since we will 
have become able to articulate hidden confusions in concepts about 
them, and to solve apparent problems, and to demonstrate proposi- 
tions hitherto unknown; but before we master this discipline, we will 
not be able with knowledge to define each of the Forms. 

And how, somcone might ask, is it possible to define the Forms? For 
what is simple and partless does not admit of varied and composite de- 
scription. Everything that is definable is in some way an object of 
knowledge. But in no casc is a Form an object of knowledge. Plato 
himself in his Letters (VII, 342c) has shown that the Form of Circle is 
made known to us neither by the name nor by the representation of it, 
nor by definition, nor by demonstration, but by dircct intuition. In- 
deed the term ‘define’ here, as previously, indicatcs not the making of 
defining statements about the Forms, but states that cach of them exists 
independently by itself, scparate from al] others, and distinct from its 
participants. But if, nevertheless, we are to cnquire into this question 
by itself, whcther or not it is possible to define the Forms, as for in- 
stance the Form of Beauty or of Justice, the situation being that, on the 
basis of what he says in the Letters (ibid. 342d), it is necessary to say that 
each Form is apprchensible by intellection alone, nor is it possible for 


% Emyeionzarucy, cf. Aristotle Topics VII, 11.1622 16 and 14.163a 376 De Men. 


451419. 
» There scems to be a lacuna after é¢eraorucq. 
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either a name or a definition to comprehend it adcquately, while on the 
basis of the fact that dialectic concerns itself with the Forms, we must 
say that divisions produce a kind of definition of Forms (for cither of 
these activities is a part of this science of dialectic)—if, as I say, for these 
reasons we are to enquire into this by itself, whether one should say 
that the Forms are definable or not, we must say that Beauty itself and 
Justice itself and Goodness itself are not only in the intellect, but also in 
souls and in objects of sense; and the former class are not definable, 
whereas the latter are. One must not, because of the addition of “‘it- 
self,” immediately assume that onc is enquiring into the intelligible 
Forms in the stict sense. It is through falling into this error that certain 
theorists have postulated Ideas of evil things and of artificial objects be- 
cause of the “shuttle itsclf’ in the Cratylus and “impiety itself” in the 
Euthyphro, because all classes of Forms are given the epithet “itself” in 
order to distinguish them from particulars. Once this is sorted out, if I 
may briefly express my own opinion, the intellectual Forms, cven 
though they be present in many particular things, are not definable by 
reason of their simplicity, both because they are apprehended by ‘intu- 
ition and not by synthetic reasoning, and because all things subject to 
definition must participate in some common element in the role of sub- 
stratum, which is something distinct from themselves. At the level of 
the divine Forms there is nothing like this (Being, similarly, as Timaeus 
says (50c), docs not proceed into anything elsc). But, even if they are 
involved in some kind of procession from themselves, yet in a way 
such products are the Forms themselves, coming into being on a sec- 
ondary level. 

On the other hand, Forms at the level of the Soul and sense-percep- 
tion are definable, and so in general are all those entitics which come 
into existence according to a paradigmatic cause, and such as arc said to 
participate in the Forms. But as for those primary Forms, which nei- 
ther proceed forth according to! paradigms nor participate in them, 
they are not definable, but only apprehensible in intellect. It is the task 
of dialectic to contemplate those primary entitics, employing itself 
pure conceptions, but in defining or dividing it must look to their im- 
ages. For how could therc be divisions of partlcss things, or definitions, 
in the real sense, of things incomposite? If, then, such knowledge is the 
purest element of intellect and thought, it is plain that it also uses pure 
intellections which relate to intelligibles, and methods of many types, 
with which it ties down the objects of contemplation which are in the 
levels of being secondary to those. In this way we can confirm the truth 


" Reading xaré for ds, since to say thatthe primary Forms do not proceed forth as par- 
adigms is contrary to Procline doctrine; cf. PT ILI, 14, p. 64.17-18 S-W (West.). 
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of the statements of Plato both about the primary Forms and about the 
methods of dialectic. 

That is what I have to say about that subject. If there are various 
other things which we define of which Forms do not exist, such as ar~ 
tificial objects, parts of things, and evil things, there is no cause for as- 
tonishment here; for it is by virtue of the fact that we have within us 
reason-principles of all natural entities and good things, that we know 
also such things as comprise (qua parts) the totality of whole entities, or 
imitate Nature, or arise as by-products of good things. According to 
the mode in which each of these things exist, so they are knowable and 
definable to us, and we discourse about them on the basis of the defin- 
itively established reason-principlcs within us. So there need be no oc- 
casion for astonishment in all this. The former point rather should be 
noted, and it is by rcason of this that Socrates in his conversations al- 
ways leads each discussion towards the question “What is X?” since he 
is anxious to study the reason-principles in the soul in his search for the 
Form of Beauty, in virtue of which all beautiful phenomena are beau- 
tiful, that is, the reason-principle of beautiful things preexisting in the 
soul, and Knowledge itself, which is truly existent in souls, not the in- 
tellectual, nor yet the intelligible, for it is not possible for his interloc- 
utors to be raised to that essence, but on such occasions as he is secking 
intelligible Beauty, he procceds by inspiration rather than by mid- 
wifery or testing. For this reason it is not astonishing that whereas both 
the Hippias and the Phaedrus concern the subject of Beauty, the former 
secks the essential Beauty in souls, whereas the latter seeks intellectual 
Beauty, from which all beautiful things derive their beauty; for the for- 
mer is, after all, a dialogue of testing, and dialectical procedures are 
proper to those who concern themselves with forms in souls, that is, 
testings and refutations and definitions and demonstrations and divi- 
sions—synthetic and analytic procedures. 

So much for that, then. But note how Plato in this passage shows 
how Socrates from his youth both worked to bring to perfection the 
less perfect than himself and associated himself with those who have a 
higher vision of reality. For hc who was leading along the young Ar- 
istoteles and testing the reason-principles in him, now presents himself 
to Parmenides and demands to reccive instruction from him, and he 
who had himself been instructing that one (Aristoteles) in definitions, 
now is ready himself to receive more complete rules of procedure from 
another. 


“Believe me, there is something beautiful and divine in your impulse jor 
argurnent; but you must make art effort and exercise yourself more, while 
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you are still young, in that activity which seems to be useless and which 
the many call “idle talk.”’ Otherwise, the truth will escape you.”’ (135d) 


Some people are neither impelled towards nor are enthusiastic for 
the study of true reality, while others have already grasped perfection 
in knowledge. Others again have the impulse, but still nced perfecting 
and testing and exercise in logic before the attainment of thcir goal. It 
is in this latter intermediate class that Socrates is situated. For this rea- 
son Parmenides acknowledges his impulse and calls it ‘divine’ as 
being philosophical. For to disregard visible things and exercise one’s 
imagination on incorporeal essence is something philosophical and di- 
vine. Everything divine is of such a nature as {to transcend)" the realm 
of appearance, and to have its basis in immaterial intellections. He calls 
it “beautiful,” on the other hand, as leading to the true Beauty, which 
is not to be found in the sphere of action, as the Stoics later thought, 
but in the activities of the intellect, and as being proper to truc love. For 
the erotic form of life is most of all linked to Beauty and to the beauty 
in the gods themselves. 

For these reasons he approves the impulse as “divine’’ and also as 
“beautiful,’’ and reasonably so, as leading up to Intellect and the One 
(qua divine, it connects to the One; qua beautiful, to Intellect, which is 
the home of the primally beautiful), and as purifying the eye of the soul 
and rousing up the most divine part of it. He proffers the way through 
dialectic as infallible and most efficacious, being of like nature with 
reality and cmploying many powers for the apprehension of truth, im- 
itating the Intellect and recciving its first principles from Intellect, ex- 
tending itself nobly through well-ordered graduations towards Being 
and putting a stop to the error involved in sense-objects, testing cach 
thing by irrefutable methods until it arrives at the overview of the One 
and the Good. 

So much may be said about the subject matter. However, since some 
commentators, relying on the word exercise would have it that this ex- 
ercise is the dialectical method (epicheirématiké) of the Peripatetics (for 
Aristotle, in stating its usefulness (Top. I, 2.101a25f£.) says that it con- 
tributes to exercise), although I have said a good deal in refutation of 
these in the Preface (653 above), yet now I would like to say something 
again briefly, since I consider it of primary importance to define what 
is the exercising quality in this dialectic. For Socrates in the Republic 
(VE, 534e), says that those being educated should be exercised in it. 

There are three processes of dialectic: (1) that of purification through 


tt eee (éxBaivew 75) after rowirzov. (line 16), as seems necessary for the sense 
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cross-questioning, as he says himself in the Sophist (227cff.)—this Soc- 
rates uses a good deal against the tribe of Sophists, chastising their dou- 
ble ignorance; (2) the opposite of this, that which induces recollection 
of true reality, by means of which he used to Icad on those naturally 
suited to contemplation, revealing to them truth unalloyed; (3) a com- 
promise between these two, partly refuting (false opinion), partly 
stimulating the interlocutor towards the truth. Socrates can be seen to 
be exercising arguments in many dialogues, for instance in the Lysis. It 
is this testing of opposing arguments that is proper to dialectic that he 
seems to me in this passage to call “exercise” and “‘ranging”’ (135e2), 
and for this reason no longer to separate the method he is now about to 
impart from the dialectic.that he is so impressed by. 

So much for this. Turning to the details of the text, the addition of 
“believe me” seems to mc to strengthen the praise which he bestows 
upon him. As for “make an effort”, this contains an indication of his 
sympathy and enthusiasm for Being. He uses the phrase “make an ef- 
fort” as with reference to things difficult to draw away from or to shift, 
meaning by “‘cffort”’ the practice on the present occasion of dialectical 
theorems, and the transference of attention to these from the contem- 
plation of truc reality. 

The phrase “exercise yourself more in that activity which seems to 
be useless and which the many call ‘idle talk’ ” indicates what he con- 
siders to be dialectic of his sort. He says that it seems to be useless, but 
is in fact a force that leads souls upwards to the truth; that is, it is called 
by the many “‘idle talk,”’ but in the most proper scnse the true salvation 
of souls; from each of which considerations it is plain that it is identical 
with that faculty which contemplates reality and judges truth. And it 
does not base its existence on mere argumentation and logical proce- 
dures. For such a system as that is actually admired by the multitude, 
whereas the one communicated here they turn away from and declare 
to be unpleasant, by reason of the fact that it is unfamiliar and says 
nothing clear to them. 

The phrase “while you are still young”’ is an excellent addition; for 
great labours are proper to the young, because it is easier when one is 
young to change the pattern of one’s life, and because an orderly path 
of progress is more suitable to them, since they have time enough to 
traverse all the intermediate steps. 

The phrase ‘‘Otherwisc, the truth will escape you’’ makes clear the 
magnitude of the danger which threatens the untrained from any im- 
pulse towards untrodden areas of knowledge which is precipitate and 
disorganised, to wit, a falling away from all truth. For in the case both 
of metaphysical speculation and of theurgy it is this that makes our as- 
cent safe and unerring, that is, an orderly scheme of progress. As the 
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Oracle says (fr. 136 DP): “For no other reason does God turn away 
from man, and with living power send him off on empty paths” than 
when we make the ascent to the most divine subjects of study or action 
in a disorganised and faulty way, and, as the saying is, with uninitiated 
mouths or unwashed feet. For those who approach in this way, tran- 
sitions are unfulfilled, impulses are empty, the paths are blind. For this 
reason, in obedience to Plato and the Oracles, we must always make our 
ascents to the superior levels through what is more contiguous to us, 
and from the more lowly through the intermediate to the higher. 
Basing themselves on these considerations, some commentators 
hold that this exercise is not a dialectic, for these two reasons. One, that 
this activity has been condemned as “‘idle talk’’; the other, that whereas 
this exercise is spoken of as being suitable to the young, dialectic is 
clearly praised by Socrates himself, in the Philebus (58d), as “the purest 
part of intellect and thought,” and is judged, in the Sophist (253e), “to 
belong properly to him who philosophizes purely and genuinely,” and 
not to be communicated to the young, as he says himself in the Republic 
(VIL, 537c-e), lest perhaps they may fall unawares into lawlessness, as 
aresult of this power, from the natural concepts of goodness and justice 
which are in us. For it is not casy to control a power which is external 
for one who has not acquired the intellect which governs that power. 
Now on the basis of what principles of Plato (bearing in mind that 
Parmenides clearly uscs the term “idle talk” not as representing his 
own judgment, but rather the gossip of the multitude) shall we say that 
he distinguishes this exercise from dialectic? For this is what the mul- 
titude used to call dialecticians, as witness some of the comic pocts who 
in jecring at Socrates himself called him “a beggarly babbler,” as I recall 
saying prior to the Commentary proper.’? And he himself sees fit to 
call him this because of the multiform testing which he is accustomed 
to make of questions under investigation, and of the tenacity with 
which he pursues arguments until the discovery of the truth, as I also 
said before. For “a terrible thing,”’ as he says himsclf in the Theaetetus 
(195b), “‘is an idle talker,” speaking of himself as ‘‘turning this way and 
that” the arguments about which he was there conducting his investi- 
gation. In the Phaedo, again, he says (70b), about the mockery of the 
comic poets, that he will not then, at least, have to put up with them 
calling him an “idle babbler”; for he is talking about matters which 
concern him, since he is about to depart to Hades, and is sceking to es- 
tablish whether souls survive in Hades after thcir separation from the 
body. This title, then, is conferred by the multitude upon dialecticians, 
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and one should not produce it as an argument against the logical exer- 
cise that is in question here. 

The argument that in the Republic, dialectic is not to be entrusted to 
the young is valid, but can be easily explained away, since the young 
being educated there have necessarily uneven natures, and not in all 
cases the best. For this reason there might be a fcar that some of them 
might turn to the aforementioned lawlessness. But in the case of Soc- 
rates, who has a divine impulse and the highest degree of natural ex- 
cellence, Parmenides here exhorts him to partake in dialectical discus- 
sions, having no apprehension lest he suffer any such consequences as 
might the majority of the young men who are undergoing communal 
education in the Republic. For it is not the same thing to lead on a single 
supremcly exccllent nature, and a multitude of talents unequal to one 
another, among which necessarily those that are not the best are often 
led astray towards the worse. So both are correct, both Socrates in the 
Republic laying down a course of education for a troop of young men, 
and Parmenides here taking in hand the best of young men and pro- 
posing to lead him through this training, which it was not possible to 
accommodate to the general run of youth. 


“What form, then, Parmenides,”’ he said, “‘shall this exercise take?’ 
“The form,” he said, “which you heard Zeno employing.” (135d) 


From all that has been said hitherto this much may be gathered on 
the level of metaphysical truth—that Ideas exist, of what things there 
are Ideas, how they are participated in, what sort of entities they are. 
For it has been said that they are not corporcal, not physical, not psychi- 
cal, but intellectual and paradigmatic and non-relative, and present to 
all things secondary to them without contamination. And further we 
have learned how many orders of them there are—for we also defined 
this—and whcere thcir bounds are placed, where they first appear, and 
how they makc their orderly progress through the middle ranks. 

We may also gathcr, as regards the interpretation of the characters, 
that Parmenides is the force bringing all to completion; and (second 
comes Zeno, whom)" he exhorts Socrates to emulate; while Socrates 
is third in the group, as being led upwards by both the others. As re- 
gards the form of the teaching, we have gathercd that Plato, after hav- 
ing by mcans of the Forms traversed all the divine realms and having 
ascended from the world of sense to that of intelligible reality, then in 
turn, beginning from above at the level of the One, will show how itis 
the cause of all existence, and how it generates the primal henads, by 
which all first principles of things are held together; and that the pre- 
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paratory rites for such a study is this exercise in the Forms. But before 
he begins this very mystical initiation, he wishes to communicate the 
method in accordance with which he will proceed, and the power 
which he will draw on to weave together all his hypotheses, and the 
manners of the lines of reasoning, by which he leads us through the 
truths of metaphysics, kindling in our souls this light of the whole of 
mysticism. 

So then, Parmenides exhorts Socrates to this method and to exercise 
in it. When he asks, “‘What form should this exercise take?” he urges 
him to look to the arguments of Zeno, showing by this at one and the 
same time that this type of exercise was a particular feature of the 
Eleatic School (for he was not able to mention any other practitioner of 
this method than his own pupil Zcno), and that for the lowest levels of 
being the beginning of salvation is coordination with the intermediate 
levels (for it is through these that they enjoy the blessings of the primal 
goods). 

So much, then, may be said about the purport of all the discourses 
which follow. If, once again, one terms this dialectical procedure ‘“‘ex- 
ercise,” although it does not involve argumentation, that should not 
occasion surprise. The whole of the logical procedure and this unfold- 
ing of theorems, in rclation to intellectual life, is a field of exercise. 
Even as endurance is exercise for courage, and sclf-control is an cxer- 
cise for moderation, so we sce fit to call the whole theory of logic ex- 
ercise for intellectual understanding. And even as the power of opin- 
ing, when excrcised on conflicting propositions, exercises one on the 
level of opinion for the unerring grasp of demonstration, so the scien- 
tific:progress of the discursive intellect is a ficld of exercise for the pur- 
est intuition of the soul. 


“With this exception: there was one thing you said to him that impressed 
me very much; you would not allow the survey" to be confined to vis- 
ible things or to range only over the field; it was to extend to those objects 
which are specially apprehended by rational discourse and can be regarded 
as Forms.” (135e) 


Once again in this passage Parmenidcs reveals his admiration for 
Socrates’ enthusiasm in respect of the intelligible and immaterial nature 
of the Forms. For he picks on this for approval from cverything that 
Socrates said—the call to transfer the sphere of operations of dialectic 
from the sense realm to the intelligible—and he gives the reason for 
this: the things specially apprehcensible by rational discourse are the in- 
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telligibles. Timacus also says (Tim. 29b) chat discourse about objects of 
sensc is not stable or firmly fixed, but subject to conjecture, while that 
about intclligibles is unmovable and irrefutable. Sense-objects are not 
strictly that which they are at any given moment called, while intelli- 
gibles, since they exist in the fullest sense, are also the more truly 
knowable. 

One might say in another way also that the intelligible Forms are 
most knowable by rational discourse, if one takes one’s start from the 
faculties of knowledge. Sense-perception does not to any degree 
achieve knowledge of the Forms; imagination receives images of them 
endowcd with shape; opinion grasps them through rational discourse 
without the aid of shapc, but still has a differentiated quality about it 
and is in general only competent to discern the bare fact of their exist- 
ence. Only, then, the faculty of reason in us is sufficiently competent 
to contemplate the Forms, and it is for this reason that Timaeus says 
(Tim. 27d) chat true reality is to be comprehended by intellection ac- 
companied by rational discourse. So those things which are most com- 
prehensible by intellection arc the Forms which are Forms in the strict- 
est sense, and reasonably so. All objects of perception are particulars, 
since every body is a particular. No onc among bodies can be all things, 
nor can it be one in many without being divided.'> Forms in nature in- 
cline towards bodies, and are divided about them. Forms in soul par- 
take in variegation, and fall short of the simplicity of the intellectual 
Forms. So those things that are most comprehensible by intellection 
are those Forms which we call intellectual and intelligible, and the fur- 
ther they are removed from Mattcr, the morc properly they are Forms, 
preserving their own unsullied purity. There is need, then, for the di- 
alectical “‘survcy’’ (plané) in the study of these Forms, to give us prelim- 
inary training and instruction for the comprehension of them. And in- 
deed the survey that is in fact instituted we declare to be not the 
argumentation which proceeds by means of popularly agreed notions 
(endoxa), as has often becn said, but the whole science of dialectic, 
which he called in the Republic (VII, 534c) the coping-stone of the sci- 
ences, exercising us by means of logical chains of reasoning and con- 
structions toward a more accurate understanding of immaterial and 
transcendent things. And do not be surprised that he calls this scientific 
study a ‘“‘wandcring” survey (plané). For he called it so in comparison 
to pure intuition and to unadulterated comprehension of the intelligi- 
bles; for a “survey” involves not only the examination of how cor- 
rectly to understand the truth, but also how through refutation to cir- 
cumvent falsity by the same methods. Why, then, should we be 
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surprised if he termed this sort of progression a “survey,” seeing that, 
even at the level of Intellect, some of his successors!* did not shrink 
from calling the variation of intellections ‘‘an excursion” (plané), and 
this though intellection does not involve transition, through being an 
integrated unity and only experiencing multiplicity because of the mul- 
tiplicity of its objects. And why speak of Intellect? The chief of the in- 
spired sages!’ are wont to talk of the “wandering” undergone by the 
gods themselves, not only those who proceed unerringly (aplands) 
through the heavens, but the intellectual gods also, by this alluding to 
their procession and their presence to all the secondary levels of being, 
and their generative providence extending even to the lowest. For 
everything that procceds to multiplicity they talk of as “wandering,” 
admitting “‘unwanderingness” only at the stationary and henadic level. 
“Excursion” or “‘wandering,”’ indced, seems to have four senses: (1) 
a multiplicity of activities, even if they are all integrated; (2) a multi- 
plicity which proceeds transitively; (3) a multiplicity which gocs from 
opposites to opposites; (4) a multiplicity of disordered motions. Of 
these four, dialectical training is said to be an “excursion” or “survey” 
in the third sense, since it proceeds by means of contrary hypotheses. 


“Yes,” he said, “because in the former field there seems to be no difficulty 
about showing that things are both like and unlike and have any other 
character you please.” “You are right.”’ (135e) 


Socrates says here again just what he said earlier, that it is easy to sec 
the mixture of Forms in sense-objects (often one can behold opposite 
qualities having different relationships at different times in one and the 
same subject), but difficult in the intelligible world. He says this not as 
an objection to Zeno’s discourse (for Zeno does not say that), but cast- 
ing his vote on the question of the community of Forms, which he was 
exhorting Zeno to clarify. Parmenides would surely not have praised 
him for this, if he had said what he said in refutation of Zeno. If Zeno 
showed that the Many were like and unlike in the same respect, and 
Socrates showed that they were so in different respects, and took 
“same” and “‘different” in different senscs, and from this perspective 
attacked Zeno’s discourse, how could Parmenides come to be praising 
Socrates? ‘“You are right,” is, after all, praisc. It is better, then, to take 
this statement as not being a refutation of Zeno, but another form of 
problem raising by Socratcs, who is asking to see how the Forms at the 
intelligible level are mixed together, and what is the method of their 
communion. Like and unlike exist together at the Icvel of sense-per- 

% Probably Plotinus; cf. Enn. V1, 7.13.28-35. 
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ception, but we want to scc their interaction also in the intelligible 
world. This is the desire that Socrates is uttering, dismissing the min- 
gling of visible things, and ascending to the communion of intelligi- 
bles, and Parmenides accepts this as expressing the sentiments of a no~ 
ble and magnanimous soul. 


“But there is one more thing that you must do. If you want to be thor- 
oughly exercised, you must not merely make the supposition that such and 
such a thing is, and then consider the consequences; you must also make 
the supposition that the same thing is not.” (135e) 


It is well said, it seems to me, by the older commentators, that Plato 
has here brought to completion the writings of both Zeno and Parmen- 
ides, extending the “‘excrcise” of the former to both scts of opposite 
statements, and advancing the theorising of the latter to the One in the 
truest sense, and doing both these things through the medium of Par- 
menides himself. For to be perfected by a lover and teacher holds tio 
unpleasantness for Zeno, and to transfer oneself to the unity truer than 
all reality is most suitable to onc who through comparative youth is 
able to behold metaphysical reality clearly, and who has “directed the 
gaze of his soul” towards the true cause of all things, as he says himself 
in the Republic (VII, 540a), to contemplate it. The bringing to comple- 
tion of Parmenides’ writing we will discover in what follows. Let us in 
the present context consider the bringing to complction of Zeno’s. 
Zeno’s discourse postulates the existence of many forms separated 
from unity, and then draws absurd conclusions, considering what fol- 
lows and what does not follow, and what both does and does not fol- 
low. For instance, he concludes that they will be alike and that they will 
not be alike, both in the case of Onc and Many, and similarly with Mo- 
tion and Rest. Parmenides is asking him now not only to postulate that 
something is in his dialectical investigations, but also that something is 
not, and to considcr what follows from this hypothesis also; as for in- 
stance, not only to postulate that likeness is, but also that likeness is not, 
and then see what follows and what docs not follow, and what both 
follows and does not follow. 

What is this addition that he is making, and what is the reason for it? 
The reason, I would say, is that if we only postulate that something is 
the case, and then find out what is the consequence of that, we will not 
in all cascs discover what it is of which the thing postulated is the es- 
sential cause. If, however, we also demonstrate that, ifit is not the case, 
the same result does not follow as would have followed if it had been 
the case, then it becomes plain that after all this is the case because that 
is the case; for otherwise this would follow, even if chat was postulated 
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not to be the case, if! that were not by its own nature the cause of this. 

If, for instance, I were to postulate that soul exists, and then were to 
show that the consequence is that motion exists, and then, saying, “Let 
us suppose that soul docs not exist,” I were to demonstrate that motion 
no longer existed, then it will be through soul’s existence that motion 
exists. It will therefore be the first principle and cause of motion. If, on 
the other hand, motion were to occur with soul not existing, then it 
would be plain that motion does not derive from soul. Just so in the 
Phaedrus (245c), in order to demonstrate that self-motion is a first prin- 
ciple of motion for all other things, he assumed thc self-moved not to 
exist and declared that “all heaven and all creation would fall into con- 
fusion and come to a halt.”’ And again in the Laws (X,895b), after pos- 
tulating that all things are at rest, he causes the sclf-moved to move and 
confers motion on all the things that are at rest. So then if the self- 
moved exists, motion will exist; if not, it will not. Therefore only the 
self-moved is the cause of motion. 

It is not, then, sufficient to examine what follows if something is the 
case, but one must also investigate what follows if it is mot the case, if 
one is going to see and understand of what the thing postulated is a 
cause, or what attributes belong to it in and of itsclf. For in the present 
example, if we rested content with enquiring only if it is the case, it is 
not yet plain whether only the self-moved is of itsclf the cause of mo- 
tion in others. What would prevent there being another entity with the 
same power? On the other hand, when one has shown that if the self- 
moved does not exist, nothing clse moves, it is not then true that there 
is something else that is the causc of the motion. For in that case it 
would cause motion without the existence of the sclfmoved, and it 
would no longer be possible to conclude that if the self-moved does 
not exist, nothing elsc moves. In view of this, then, it is necessary to 
examine the consequenccs not only of the postulation that something 
is the case, but also that the same thing is not the case. 

One might reasonably raise the question as to how itis possible at all 
for anything to follow from what is not the casc. What can arise on the 
basis of the non-existent? How can something which is not there at all 
be a means of demonstrating anything? Once it has been eliminatcd, it 
can neither experience any effect itself, nor can it have relations with 
anything else; it is simply that which is not. To this question we may 
reply that “that which is not,”’ as we have learned in the Sophist (258c), 
can be taken to mean both “that which is absolutely non-existent” and 
the negation of somcthing (this is in itself non-existent, but exists in- 
cidentally); it can also refer to Matter—for it “‘is not,” by virtuc of 
being formless of its own nature and unlimited and shapeless; and also 
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to all that is material, inasmuch as it exists on the phenomenal level, but 
has no true existence; also the whole world of sense, for it “comes into 
being and passes away, but never truly exists” (Tim. 28a); also, prior 
to these, the element of non-cxistence in souls, by virtue of which they 
arc said to be the first of things that come to be, and not fully to be 
among those things that really exist, which are ranked among the in- 
telligibles; and further, even prior to souls, there is the element of non- 
existence in the intelligibles themselves, the primary Otherness in 
things, as the Sophist teaches us (255de), which Plato says (258a) is no 
less real than Being itself; and even beyond these there is the non-Being 
prior to Being, which is the cause of all beings, transcending the mul- 
tiplicity inherent in beings. Seeing, then, that “‘what is not” has so 
many senses, it is plain that we should never in fact postulate the exist- 
ence of that which in no way cxists at all. For that cannot even be ut- 
tered, nor thought, as the Eleatic Stranger has demonstrated in the 
Sophist, confirming the argument of Parmenides on that subject (258d). 
He says that that which in no way is, is unknowable and inexpressible, 
since all knowledge and all opinion knows and utters something, and 
that which in no way is, is nothing; for that which is not, Parmenides 
himsclf does not speak of, which indced is an impossible thing and ac- 
tually nothing. But when we say that the Many “‘are not,”’ or that the 
One “‘is not,”’ or that Soul ‘‘is not,” we make this negative statement 
with the implication that something else exists, but Soul does not, and 
we enquire what follows from that. For instance, if we say, “Let us 
suppose that Intellect has no existence,” we are not saying ‘“‘Let what in 
no way exists cxist!”” but rather “Let Intcllect be removed from the 
number of existents.”” This is the same as saying ‘‘Let Intellect not be 
one of all the things that are”; it is only in the context of one thing being 
in existence that another thing is said not to exist. So the hypothesis is 
not concerned with that which in no way is, but with what to an extent 
is and to an extent is not, or what is this and is not that. In general, ne- 
gations are products of Otherness at the intellectual level]. By reason of 
this, something is “not-horse” because it is something else, and ‘‘not- 
man’’ because it is something different. That is why he himself says in 
the Sophist (258e) that, when we say that something “‘is not,’’ we are 
only uttcring a denial of being, not stating the opposite of being, by 
“opposite’’ meaning that which is at the furthest remove from being 
and is completely devoid of it. So that we do not when saying” “‘is 
not” introduce the totally non-cxistent, nor in postulating not-being 
do we postulate that, but only that signification of not-being that can 
be known and expressed in specch. 
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So much for that, then. Next, since Plato is setting out the Eleatic 
method in this passage, let us examine its logical form, at least as far as 
is sufficient for the present context. We must conceive of one hypoth- 
esis giving rise to two others, and three arising, one out of cach of these 
latter, so that the six hypotheses springing up, after the monad and the 
dyad, on being quadrupled, attain to a total of twenty-four. A unitary 
and simple type of hypothesis is one that states what is predicable of 
what. This is acommon element in all hypotheses; for he who says that 
some predicate is or is not predicable of something in relation to itself 
or to something else is plainly in cach case treating of something. This 
is clear. A dyadic hypothesis is one which provides a division into two, 
when one does not say simply what is true of something, but also dis- 
tinguishes what the nature of that thing is of which something is true. 
The primary division is that by contradiction, into the propositions 
that the subject exists and that it does not exist. 

Let these be two hypotheses, then. Each of them gencrates for us 
three further hypotheses. Previously we took being and not-being to 
be predicated of something, and so divided our hypothesis in two; 
now, if we take the predicate three ways, we shall triple each of these 
two hypotheses. The predicate, then, is to be taken as either being true 
or not being true, or as being both truc and not truc. For the predicate 
is cither affirmed or denied of the subject, or partly affirmed and partly 
denied. For the discourse does not say this, that the pait of contradic- 
tory attributes are simultancously true and that both opposite statc- 
ments are true of it, but that the same thing is in one way true of the 
same thing, and in another way not. If we consider these three propo- 
sitions in the context of the existence and of the non-existence of the 
subject, it is plain that we will have tripled”° the original two hy- 
potheses. There will then be six hypotheses: if the subject is, what is 
true of it, and what is not true of it, and what is both true and not truc 
of it; and if it is not, similarly. The subject is in a double case, being and 
not being, and the predicate triple—being truc of it, not being true of 
it, and being both true and not true of it—two by threc is inevitably six. 

Again, each of these six hypotheses is quadrupled by reason of the 
varied relationship of the predicate to the subject. Either it is predicated 
of its subject, or of anything else; and each of these two has two possi- 
bilities: cither of its subject in relation to itself, or of its subject in rela- 
tion to others; or of others eithcr in relation to themselves, or to it. If 
you apply these four variations to each of the six first hypotheses, it is 
plain that you will create twenty-four hypotheses in all. WhatI am say- 
ing may be understood from the following scheme: 


® Reading rpemlaruirope for samhaovdcropev of MSS. The MS reading is perhaps 
provoked by the 2¢ immediately following (West.). 


351 


BOOK V 


1. If the subject is, what is true of?! it in relation to itself; 
2. ifitis, what is not true of it in relation to itself; 
3. if it is, what is true and not true of it in relation to itself. 
Again, 
4. if itis, what is true of it in relation to others; 
5. if itis, what is not truc of it in rclation to others. 
6. Ifitis, what is truc and not true of it in relation to others. 
This is the first group of six. The second is as follows: 
7. If itis, what is true of other things in relation to themselves; 
8. if itis, what is not true of others in relation to themselves; 
9. if it is, what is true and not true of others in relation to them- 
selves. 
Again, 
10. if itis, what is truc of others in relation to it; 
11. if itis, what is not true of others in relation to it; 
12. if it is, what is both true and not true of others in relation to it. 
This is the second group of six. The third is as follows: 
13. If the subject is not, what is truc of it in relation to itself; 
14. ifit is not, what is not true of it in relation to itself; 
15. ifit is not, what is both true and not true of it in relation to itself. 
Again, 
16. ifit is not, what is true of it in relation to others; 
17. if it isnot, what is not true of it in relation to others; 
18. if it is not, what is both true and not true of it in relation to 
others; 
This is the third group of six. The fourth is as follows: 
19. Ifit is not, what is true of other things in relation to themselves; 
20. ifit is not, what is not true of others in relation to themselves; 
21. if it is not, what is both true and not true of others in relation to 
themselves. 
Again, 
22. if itis not, what is truc of others in relation to it; 
23. if itis not, what is not true of others in relation to it; 
24. if itis not, what is both truc and not truc of others in relation to 
it. 
These, then, may be taken to be the four groups of six propositions 
which Parmenides employs in his hypotheses. He examines nine hy- 
potheses, in view of the nature of the subject mattcr on the basis of 
which he makes his survey, and in the course of these hypotheses, in 
the first five he makes use of the first two groups of six, and in the four 
latter oncs the latter two. And again, in the course of the five, he uses 


2 | have translated rerac by “‘is true of,” as being less clumsy on the whole than ‘‘fal- 
lows.” 
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the one group of six”? in the first three hypotheses, the othcr in the lat- 
ter two of the five. In the course of the four, he uses one group of six in 
the first two hypotheses, the second in the last two, as we shall discover 
as the discourse unfolds. 

The whole form of the dialectical system is as here described, being 
truly intellectual and based on knowledge, not based on opinion and 
completely unstable and undefined by knowledge. To this single, in- 
tegrated system the four procedures of definition, division, demonstra~ 
tion and analysis are subordinated. Sometimes it is necessary to make a 
division, either of a single genus into specics, or of a whole into its dif- 
ferent parts, or of any other type. Sometimes one must make a defini- 
tion, and one must know the distinctions between the things to be 
defined? and between definitions in every rank of being. For a defini- 
tion can be made starting cither from the form or from the matter or 
from both. Sometimes one needs to make a demonstration, and there 
too one must discern the distinguishing characteristics of various types 
of cause. For causes arc to be understood differently at the matcrial 
level from at the immatcrial Ievel, and differently among things subject 
to motion from among things that are not. Again, somctimes one must 
make an analysis of things back to their first principles. For the transi- 
tion from the subject under investigation to everything that is not the 
subject sometimes proceeds by analysis to the causes, sometimes to the 
accessory causes (synaitia), at other times to both. These matters de- 
serve the careful attention of the user of the system, since the subject of 
analysis is either going to be at the highest level of reality, or at the low- 
est, or will hold an intermediary rank. This is also clear—that of all 
methods, half demonstrate something true, and the rest come to an im- 
possible conclusion, depending on the status of the subject as regards 
existence or non-existence. It is clear, too, that sometimes we are mak- 
ing a transition from our chosen subject to some single opposite, as for 
instance if we consider the proposition ‘“‘If likencss exists, what is its 
telation to unlikeness?”’; sometimes to a multiplicity, as, for instance, 
“Iflikeness exists, what is its relation to all the Forms?’'; sometimes to 
everything, as, for instance, “‘If Intellect exists, what is its relation to all 
beings, both intelligible and scnsible?’’—since it is the task of the man 
of knowledge in all these cases to sec from what starting-point he can 
provide himsclf with that path which is easicst and best for the dem- 
onstration of the topics before him. For often it will be necessary to be- 
gin from affirmative propositions, and often from a consideration of 
what follows in relation to something else or to everything elsc. In gen- 
eral he will take his beginning in cach casc from the most familiar ele- 

2 Reading éfd5: for tezpd&ée of Greck MSS both here and in line 43 below. The Latin 
actually reads ternario (zpu&de). 

% Reading (ziov) épertav for dpernxaw of MSS (West.). 
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ments and by this means will construct all the subsequent steps, fol- 
lowing the established divisions of modes. 

Let such, then, be the gencral outlinc of this system. Perhaps though, 
before Parmenides begins on his own hypotheses, we should practise 
the system on some more familiar hypothesis. Let us take the soul, and 
consider it both in relation to itself and in relation to bodies, and sce 
what is true and what is not truc, and what is both true and not true, 
both of the soul in relation to itsclf and to bodies, and of bodies in re~ 
lation to themsclves and to the soul. 

So then, if soul exists, 

1, there is truc of it, in relation to itself, sclf-motion, essential life, 
and self-substantiation; 

2. not true of itsclf are self-destruction, total ignorance of itself and 
non-recognition of its own attributes; 

3. true and not true of it are divisibility and indivisibility (for in a 
way it is divisible, in a way indivisible), and eternal existence 
and non-eternal existence (for in way it is eternal, in a way sub- 
ject to change), and everything that pertains to it as a property 
of ics median status is of this sort. 

Again, if soul exists, 

4. therc is true of it in relation to bodies that it is productive of life, 
that it initiates motion, that it holds together bodies as long as it 
is present to bodies, that it lords and rules over them by nature; 

5. not true of it are: being moved externally (for it is a property of 
ensouled bodies that they are moved from within), and being 
the cause for bodies of rest and changclessness; 

6. true and not true is its being present in them and apart from 
them (for it is present in them through its providence, but sep- 
arate from them in its essence). 

This is the first group of six. The second is as follows. Ifsoul exists, the 
following is true for the rest of things—in this case bodies: 

7. in relation to themselves, sympathetic affection (for it is by rea- 
son of the life-giving causal principle that these have a mutual 
sympathy); 

8. not true is lack of sensation (for it is necessary that with the pres- 
ence of soul everything should have sensation—some things as 
individuals, others as parts of a whole; 

9. true and not true is that bodies move themselves; for in a way 
bodies move themselves, through being ensouled, and* in an- 
other way not; (there are many modes, after all, of sclf-motion). 


24 Supplying c.g. (mas wav yap abroxivyra td odpata) between copare and yuyoipeva 
(West.). The text would seem to have suffcred from homoeoteleuton. 
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Again, if soul exists, then 


10. 


11. 


12. 


there is true for bodies in relation to it being moved from within 
by it, being vivified by it, and being preserved and held together 
through it, and in general bcing dependent upon it; 

not truc are being dispersed by it and being filled with lifeless- 
ness by it (for it is from that source that it partakes in life and 
cohesiveness); 

true and not true are participation and non-participation in it (for 
both are true, both that in a way bodics partake of it, and that in 
a way they do not). 


This, then, is the second group of six. The third is as follows: Ifsoul does 
not exist, 


13. 


14. 


15. 


there is true of itself, in relation to itself, lifelessness, non-being 
and mindlessness (for if it does not exist it will not possess cither 
being or life or mind);* 

not true will be the powers of self-preservation, self-creation, 
self-motion, and all such attributes; 

truc and not true will be not being an object of knowledge and 
reasoning to itself (for if it does not exist it will in a way be un- 
knowable and irrational, inasmuch as it will not know or reason 
about itself at all, whereas in a way it will-be neither irrational 
nor unknowable, if these attributes imply having some nature 
which is not rational nor participant in knowledge). 


Again, ifsoul does not exist. 


16. 


17. 


18. 


there are true of it, in relation to bodies, being incapable of gen- 
erating them, being unmingled with them, having no care of 
them; 

not true of it are the powers of moving them, of giving them 
life, and of giving them coherence; 

true and not true arc its being other than bodies and having no 
relation to them (for this is in a way true and in a way not true, 
if one takes otherness as implying existence, but total differ- 
ence—-in this way it would be other; not other, on the other 
hand, as not existing at all, but other in this respect, as being 
non-existent). 


1006 This is the third group of six. The fourth is as follows: If soul does not 


exist, 
19. 


20. 


there are true of bodics in relation to themselves immobility, 
non-differentiation in respect of life, lack of feeling for each 
other; 

not true are being sense-perceptible by one another; 


5 Supplying (otre votv) after Lov. 
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21. true and not true is being able to affect one another (for in a way 
they will experience influences, and in a way not; they will ex- 
perience them only as matcrial bodies, not as living things). 

Again, ifsoul does not exist, 

22. there is true for other things, in relation to it, not being watched 
over or being moved by it; 

23. not truc is being vivificd or being held together by it; 

24. true and not true is being like and unlike it (for in so far as, if it 
does not exist, they would not exist cither, they would be like 
it—for they would be in the same state as it—but in so far as it is 
not possible for something which does not exist to be like any- 
thing, in this respect likeness of them to it will not be true). 

So now we have gone through the method for our example in all the 
proper modes, and we conclude from these arguments that soul is the 
cause of life and motion and interaction for bodies, and in general of 
their existence and preservation. For on the assumption that soul exists, 
these things follow, and in the case of its non-existence the negation of 
these follows. Only, then, from soul and through soul are these quali- 
ties present to bodies. This is the purpose of the whole method, to dis- 
cover the properties of a thing, and of what things it is the cause both 
to itself and to other.things. 

You may also observe that in these hypotheses our argument would 
have gone more easily if we had not started from the soul itself, but 
from bodies. For these are more familiar to us than the soul, and what 
is true and not true of them more so than what is truc and not true of 
it, according as they participate or do not participate in soul. If they 
participate in it they are living and moving and relate to one another, 
whereas if they do not participate they are motionless and without ac- 
tivity or productivity. Once, therefore, we have shown first those 
qualities that are truc and not true of bodies, in the casc of the existence 
or non-existence of soul, in rclation to themselves and to the soul, we 
will more casily be able to show these qualitics in the soul—for in- 
stance, that it is self-moved, that it is immortal, that it is incorporeal; 
for on the basis of what bodics derive from it, we can demonstrate its 
own properties. 

So true it is, then, that thosc who wish to begin from the things most 
familiar to us must take their beginning on different occasions from 
different hypotheses, eithcr from affirmative or from negative or from 
what is given or from what is regarded as its opposite. I know, cer- 
tainly, that Aristotle, in his imitation of this system (An. Pr. 1.27), 


26 Reading &yova for MS drove (West.). ; 
7 It is remarkable that Proclus should consider that Aristotle is ‘‘imitating”' the system 


of “Parmenidcan’” dialectic in the Prior Analytics, but the phraseology of 43b1-11, in pat- 
ticular, may have lent credence to this-notion. 
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aims in the case of his categorical syllogisms to set out the predicates 
and the subjects and what is contrary to the subject and the predicate, 
stating what is true and what is not true of them. The system set out 
here, however, is far more complete, setting out as it does by the proc- 
ess of division all the modes through which one must procced if one 
proposes to exercise one’s intellect on each aspect of Being, arousing 
the investigative faculty of the soul through all the aforementioned hy- 
potheses and perfecting the power which discovers the truth about 
each. When we are in pursuit of metaphysical truth, we are more likely 
to discover it through this system than through that of Aristotle, since 
through this multiplicity of hypotheses we can track down more ac- 
curately the subject of investigation. For the most part we will employ 
hypothetical forms of argument, always setting forth what is true and 
what is not truc of our postulated entities. For these acquaint us partic- 
ularly well with the common properties of things, showing us what re- 
lation they have to each other, and also their bases of division from each 
other; but we will also make use of categorical reasonings, when we 
have to establish the conjunction of each hypothesis, or its minor 
premise. 


“How do you mean?” he said. ‘““Take,’’ he said, “if you like, this hy- 
pothesis which Zeno made: ‘If there are many things, what consequences 
must follow both for those many things with reference to themselves and 
to the One, and also for the One with reference to itself and to the many; 
and again, if there are not many, to consider in turn what will follow both 
for the One and for the many, with reference to themselves and to each 
other.” (136a) 


Socrates was unable to grasp the very compendious presentation of 
the whole method in the foregoing passage, so he asks further about it, 
so that Parmenides may more clearly explain it and sct out an account 
of it. That is what he does in the present passage, practising it in a 
model case, though here also in strict logical form and compendiously; 
for of all those modes which we described, he gives the whole twenty- 
four here, but compressed into eight. For the expression ‘what conse- 
quences follow” covers both “is truc”’ and “‘is not-true”’”’ and ‘‘is both 
true and not-true,”’ so that one can by means of these indications mul- 
tiply the eight once again by threc. 

Let us, then, briefly consider these eight modes that I have men- 
tioned, taking as our example Zcno’s hypothesis: 

Ifthere are many things, there clearly follows for the many, 

1. in relation to themselves, being divided, not being first princi- 

ples, being unlike one another; 


® Reading ra yap “oupBaiver” reprlouBavecnat. . . . lines 14-15 (West.). 
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2. in relation to the Onc, being contained by the One, being gener- 

ated by the One, participating in likeness and unity from the One. 
There follows for the One, 

3. that it dominates the many, that it is participated in by them, that 
it is prior to them—all this in relation to the many; 

4. in rclation to itself, there follows partlessness, non-multiplicity, 
being supcrior to being, life, and knowledge, and all such ateri- 
butes. 

Again, if there are not many, there follows for the many, 

5. in relation to themselves, being indistinguishable and indivisible 
from one another; 

6. in relation to the One, that they do not proceed from the One, 
that they are not different from the One. 

There follows for the Onc itself, 

7. in relation to itself, having nothing in its nature capable of acting 
upon things or bringing them to perfection (for it is in virtue of 
such charactcristics that it generated the many; 

8. in relation to the many, not presiding over them, not acting upon 
them in any way. 

Having sct out all this, we conclude that the One is cverywhere the 
unifying and causal and governing principle of the many. And you see 
that here the transition takes place from the thing under investigation 
to its causc, for the One is of this nature. There must always, therefore, 
be, after the multiplicity of elaborations and hypotheses, some one 
summary conclusion. So here Parmenides will show by means ofall his 
propositions that the One is at every level the cause of existence of 
beings and of the henads among them, which we declare to be the pur- 
pose of the whole dialogue. For they are not simply hypotheses with- 
out conclusion; but rather, by postulating both “‘ifx is the case”’ and “if 
x is not the case,” we can arrive at some definite and accurate conclu- 
sion in accordance with the true state of affairs, out of these various and 
multifarious hypotheses. 


“Or, once more, if you suppose that Likeness exists or does not exist, 
what will follow on either supposition both for the terms supposed for 
other things, with reference to themselves and to each other; and the same 
story with Unlikeness.”’ (136b) 


Again in the case of these we will go through the same procedure, 
If Likeness exists, there will follow for it 
1. in relation to itself, singleness, eternity, productiveness, primacy; 
2. in relation to sense-objects, assimilation of them to intellectual 
objects, not allowing them to dissolve into the sca of Unlikeness, 
linking of parts to their respective wholes. 
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There will follow for scnse-objects, 

3. in relation to themselves, community with one another, partici- 
pation in one another, taking pleasure in one another (for like 
takes pleasure in and sympathises with and mingles with Like); 

4, in relation to it, participation in it, assimilation to it, unification 
by virtue of it. 

If Likeness does not exist, there follows for it, 

5. in relation to itself, non-existence, having neither generative 
power nor primally causative substance; 

6. in relation to others, not controlling them, not making them alike 
by virtue of its own form, but rather the destruction, along with 
itself,? of even the likeness present in them (for if the first prin- 
ciple of like things does not exist, there is not much chance of 
their being alike). 

There follows for sense-objects, 

7. in relation to themselves, being non-communicative,” unmin- 
gled, devoid of interaction; 

1010 8. in relation to it, not being given form in accordance with it, nor 
given coherence by it. 

We can go through the same procedure with Unlikeness. 

Tf Unlikeness exists, therc follows for it, 

1. in relation to itself, being a pure, immaterial, and unitary form, 
possessing multiplicity along with oneness; 

2. inrelation to other things—in this case things of sense—there fol- 
lows for it being the distinguishing causc of defined demarcation 
and division in each thing; 

for the others, 

3. in relation to themselves, there follows the preservation of the 
particular characteristics of each, and the non-confusion of their 
forms; 

4. in relation to it, being dependent upon it and deriving its order, 
both in wholes and parts, from it. 

If Unlikeness does not exist. 

5. it itself will neither be a pure and immatcrial form, nor in general 
one and not-one; 

6. it will not possess, in relation to the others, the cause of distinct 
being of each thing; 

as for the others, 

7. they will experience every sort of confusion among themselves, 

and. 


” Reading ovvavanpeiv for MS ovvacpaiv, 
» Reading axowivyrov for MS &xivnrov (West.). 
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8. they will not participate in any single power which distinguishes 

all things. 

From this we conclude that Likeness is a cause of community and 
sympathy and mixturc in this realm, and Unlikeness of distinction and 
of acquisition of Form and of the unmixed purity of the potencies 
within them, in and of itself; for all these conclusions follow from the 
positive attributions presented, and the opposites of thesc*! from their 
negations. 


“And with Motion and Rest, and with Generation and Corruption, and 
with Being and Not-Being themselves.” (136b) 


We must exercise ourselves in the same way as previously with these 
entities also. 
If Motion exists, there follows, 

1. in relation to itself, cternity, infinity of power; 

2. in relation to the things of this world, being a source of motion ta 
them, being productive of life to them, being the cause of pro- 
gressions and of activities in all their variety; 

for these things here, 

3. in relation to themselves, there follows being active, being alive, 
being able to change (for each thing changes its being by virtue of 
motion, proceeding out of potentiality into actuality); 

4. in relation to it, there follows being brought to completion by it, 
coming into control of their own potentiality, being assimilated 
to the eternally static through it (for those things which cannot 
attain the Good permanently gain some share of it through mo- 
tion). 

If Motion does not exist, 

5. it itsclf will be incffective and inactive and powerlcss, and 

6. it will contain no causal principle of things of this realm, nor will 
it have any creative powers, nor an cssential being enabling it to 
create; 

7. (the others, in rclation to themselves . . .)*? and 

8. in relation to it they will be without coherence, delimitation, or 
completion, since there is no primary motion. 

As regards Rest, something similar may be said: 

Ifthe Form of Rest exists, there will follow for it, 

1. in relation to itself, stability, eternity, and singleness of form; 

2. in relation to other things, the fact of cach remaining within its 
proper bounds, and being firmly established in the same measures 
or places; «while 

» Reading é&vaipioean for Greek MS Siatpévecn (Latin interemptionibus) to serve as the 


opposite of déoeae. 
%2 A lacuna here, covering (7), “the others, in rclation to themselves.” 
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3. the others, in relation to themselves. . .)3, and 

4. in relation to it being on every side delimited by it; and domi- 
nated, and achieving from it firmness in their existence. 

If it does not exist, there will follow 
_ 5. for itself in relation to itself, lack of stability or firmness; 

6. for itself in relation to the rest of things, not providing them with 
permanence and safety and stability; 

7. for the others in relation to themselves, aimless wandering, insta- 
bility, imperfection, and baselessness; 

8. in relation to it, not being subject to its measures, nor acquiring 
being by virtue of it; but being borne aimlessly in all directions, 
there being nothing to hold them together or pin them down. 

So then, the Form of Motion is the director of effective power and 
life and activity in all its many forms; and Rest is the author of stability 
and permanent states and of being fixed within onc’s own boundaries. 

We may procecd in the same way with Generation and Corruption, 
and with Being and Not-Being. Perhaps, however, before doing this 
we should examine the question of the origin of Generation and Cor- 
ruption, and whether the causes of these are to be postulated as being 
among the Forms. This is surely necessary, not only because these are 
sempiternal processes (for it is neither possible for there not to be gen- 
eration, nor for corruption to perish utterly, but these two processes 

1012 necessarily coexist with each other in the cosmos, inasmuch as the cos- 
mos itself also must be inextinguishable, being in a state of coming into 
being and passing away, as Timacus teaches us (Tim. 28a); but also be- 
cause we say that generation partakes of essence and being, and corrup- 
tion of not-being (for each thing, in so far as it comes to be, is led to- 
wards essence and acquires being), while inasmuch as it perishes, it is 
led towards not-being and transference to another form. It is for this 
reason, after all, that one thing pcrishes into another, because preexis- 
tent to it is Not-Being, which is divisive of Forms; and even as in that 
realm Not-Being is hardly less real than Being, ifonc may so say, quot- 
ing the Eleatic Stranger (Soph. 258a), so here Corruption contributes 
hardly less than Gencration to the make-up of the universe. And cven 
as There that which partakes of Being also has a share in Not-Being, 
and this latter participates in Being, so in this realm both that which 
comes to be is receptive of dissolution, and that which is dissolving, of 
generation. 

So then, this is the cause of Generation and Corruption, to wit, 
Being and Not-Being. But we must now practise the same method in 


33 A lacuna, similar to that above (n. 32), covering (3) “‘the others, in relation to them- 
selves.”” Neither here nor above, it may be noted, is any lacuna indicated in the MSS. 
Cousin is misleading on this point. The contents of both lacunae can be easily supplied 
by studying their respective opposite hypotheses. 
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regard to these also, postulating that Generation exists, and seeing 
what follows for itself in relation to itself and to others, and to them in 
relation to themselves and to it; and what follows upon its non-exist- 
encc in the samc way, as for instance: 
If Generation exists, 

1. it will be incomplete of itself, and 

2. a cause for everything elsc of likeness to Being; 
as for the others, 

3. in relation to themselves, there will follow change out of each 
other's states; 

4. in relation to it, always partaking of it as it exists in them. 

Lf it does not exist, 

5. it itself will be inopinable, and 

6. not cause for other things of any form or order or perfection; 

as for the others, 

7. they will be ungcnerated and impassive, and 

8. will have no communion with it, nor will they participate 
through it in Being. 

And if you wish to go through the same procedure with Corruption: 

If Corruption exists, there will follow for it, 

1. in relation to itself, being inextinguishable and of infinite potency 
and being filled with Non-Being, and 

2. in relation to other things, being a measure of existence and cause 
of constant generation; 

for the others, 

3. in relation to themselves, flowing into each other, not being able 
to hold themselves together; 

4. in relation to it, always being different from it, having Not-Being 
in them joined with Being and, through it, participating in it 
wholly and as wholes. 

If Corruption does not exist, 

5. in relation to itself there will follow not being destructive ofitself 
(for if it existed, it would destroy itself along with everything 
else); , 

6. in relation to other things, not scattering them, not turning them 
into each other, not leading them away from being and essence. 

As for the others, 

7. in relation to themselves, there will follow not being changed 
into each other, not being affected by cach other, each maintain- 
ing its own position; 

8. in relation to it, being unaffected by it. 

It is, then, the property of Generation to rousc things to existence, of 

Corruption to lead them away from existence. This is our conclusion 
from the foregoing hypotheses, sincc thesc two entities revealed them- 
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selves to us as being, if their existence was postulated, causes of being 
or not being something to other things, and if their existence were de- 
nied, of lack of motion and lack of change. 

Such exercises we have indulged in by way of preface to what fol- 
lows, considering it bettcr that we should exercise our minds prior to 
the divinely inspired presentation of Parmenides as he himself has re- 
rainded us, by means of repeated examples, to do. The hypotheses of 
the existence and non-existence of Being we arc going to get from him 
in the form of the hypotheses as to the existence and non-existence of 
Real Being, so there is no need for us to bother with them now, since 
we will be examining them in conjunction with him, if the Gods so. 
will. Just this, however, may be noted, that the degrec of puzzlement 
increases according as one is dealing with more basic principles, such 
as the One, Being, Motion, and Rest. On more particular topics the 
puzzlement is less. 


“And in a word, whenever you suppose that anything whatsoever exists 
or does not exist or has any other attribute, you ought to consider the con- 
sequences with reference to itself and to each one of the other things that 
you may select, and several of them, and all of them together; and again 
you must study these others with reference both to themselves and to any 
one thing you may select, whether you have assumed the thing to exist or 
not to exist, if you are really going to win through to a sight of the truth 
after a complete course of discipline.” (136bc) 


There are two ways in which we undertake the cxamination of 
things. Sometimes we consider whether cach thing exists or does not 
exist, sometimes whether such and such an attribute applics or does not 
apply to it, as for instance, whether the soul is immortal. On this oc- 
casion we are enquiring not only as to the existence or othcrwise of all 
the attributes of the thing hypothcsised—itself with respect to itself and 
to others, and for others with respect to themselves and to it—but also 
as to their applicability or otherwise. For instance (let the following ar- 
gument stand as an example), 

Ifthe soul is immortal, 

1. its virtue has a life connatural with it, it is self-sufficient for its 
own happiness, and these attributes follow for it in relation to it- 
self, 

2. in relation to other things, there follows its using them as instru- 
ments, its exercising care for them while separate from them, its 
bestowing on them of life; 

for the others 

3. in relation to thernselves, there follows the coming into being of 
the living and the dead from one another, having the cycle of gen- 
eration as an externally bestowed irnmortality; 
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in relation to it, being set in order by it, participating in some de~ 
gree of self-motion, being dependent upon it in respect of life. 


If the soul is not immortal, 


5. 


6. 


it will not be eternally in motion, nor will it be intellectual of its 
very essence, nor will it be essentially alive, nor will its learning 
be recollection; it will perish from the evil proper to it, and it will 
not have knowledge of true existcnts; so much will follow in re~ 
lation to itself; 

in relation to others, it will be mingled with bodies and material, 
and it will not be capable of ruling them nor of leading them 
wherever it wishes, it will be responsive to the physical compo- 
sition of bodies, and all its life will be bodily and concerned with 
generation; 


as for other things, 


7, 


in relation to themselvcs, they will have such a rank as do those 
things which are formed of actualisation (entelecheia) and body 
(for they will be only living things put together, from indeter- 
minate life-force and bodies); 

in relation to it, they will be such as to carry it along and subject 
it to change in accordance with their own motions, to contain it 
within them, not presiding over them from outside, and to live 
with it rather than from it as a source. 


You sec, then, that by following this method we have discovered how 


it is possible not only to hypothesise existence and non-existence, but 


also any other attribute that a being may have, such as being immortal 
or not being immortal, so that this is now clear to us as a result of this. 
But since the attribute of relation can be taken in a variety of senses— 


cither as a relation to one thing only, as for instance to hypothesise the 


relationship of Likencss to Unlikeness; or to more than one thing, as 


for instance to hypothesise what relation Being has to Motion and Rest; 
or to all things, as if we hypothesisc that the One exists, and ask what 
is its relation to the whole of existence—therefore Plato did not neglect 
this either, but added “‘that one must consider the consequences for 
each one of the other things onc may select, and for several of them, 
and for all of them together.” The one or more things in question must, 
of course, be cognate with the subject under consideration—as for in- 
stance, the Equal with the Unequal, for these are coordinate with one 
another; and Motion and Rest with Being, for these exist in it and in 
connection with it. But now if, although there are differences in the re- 
lation to one other thing and to a number and to all, we nevertheless 
laid down twenty-four modes, treating relation as uniform, do not be 
astonished; for the attribute of relativity is a variation proper to the mat- 
ter, according as the subject is one or not one. We, however, set out to 
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communicate the form of the method, and the formal distinctions 
within it, not the matcrial ones. 

But what has he set before us as the end of this exercise? “The vision 
of the truth,” he says. Let us not understand “truth” here in a general 
sense, but as being precisely that intelligible truth about which he has 
taught us elsewhere, for the sake of which there is the great struggle to 
see ‘‘the plain of truth” (Phaedr. 248b). So all our life is an exercise in 
preparation for that vision, and the “excursion” through dialectic 
strives towards that goal. So the expression ‘win through to a sight 
of” is excellently chosen; for it is through many intermediary steps that 
souls attain to the vision of those truths. 

But in order that the method may become clear through yet another 
example, let us examine the twenty-four modes in the case of Provi- 
dence. Let us take as our hypothesis that Providence exists. So then, if it 
exists, 

1. there will be true of it, in relation to itself, being of the nature of 
the good, being infinite in power, having effective capability; 

2. there will not be true of it, its being turned aside from its pur- 

pose, its being bereft of will; 

true and not true will be its being one and not one. 

in relation to other things, there will be truc of it ruling over 
them, preserving cach one of them, containing the beginnings 
and the ends of all things, bringing everything perfectly to its 
conclusion; 

5. there will not be true its being injurious to the things it watches 
over, its producing the unexpected, its being the cause of disor- 
der; 

6. true and not true is its being present to all things and transcend- 
ing them, knowing them and not knowing them (for it knows 
them in a different way, and not through powers coordinate 
with the things known). 

As regards other things, 

7. in relation to themselves, there is truc not suffering anything at 
each other’s hands randomly, suffering no injustice from any 
quarter; 

8. not truc is that there is some element of chance in their existence, 
their being unrelated to each other; 

9. true and not true is that they arc all good (for this pertains to 
them in one way and in another way not). 

For other things, 

10, in relation to it there is truc being dependent upon it, and in 

every way being guarded and benefited by it, 
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not true is that they opposc it or that they escapc it (for nothing 
is either so small as to escape it nor so lofty as not to be beaten 
down by it); 

true and not true is that each thing partakes of providence (for in 
a way each takes a share of it, but in a way it is not it that it takes 
a share of it, but rather the good things that are apportioned 
from it to each thing). 


Let us postulate, on the other hand, that providence does not exist; in that 


case, 
13. 


14. 


15. 


16. 


17. 


18. 


for itself in relation to itself there will be true incompleteness, 
non-productivity, ineffectiveness, existing for itself alone; 

not true will be overflowing abundance, superfluity, suffi- 
ciency, sclf-extension; 

true and not truc will be not being busy and not being bothered 
(for in way this will be true of that which docs not exercise proy- 
idence, and in a way not, since things secondary to it will not be 
controlled by it); 

in relation to other things, it is plainly true that it is unmixed, has 
no communication with anything, and knows nothing; 

not true is that it assimilates everything to itsclf, that it dispenscs 
to all things their appropriate good; 

true and not truc that it is an object of striving for them (for this 
is in a way possible and in a way not possible; for if it is through 
its transcendent superiority that it is said not to exercise provi- 
dence, as being superior to all relationship and activity, then 
there is nothing preventing it from being an object of striving to 
all things secondary to it; but if it is said not to do so through 
being deprived of this powcr, then it would not even be an ob- 
ject of striving). 


For other things, 


19. 


20. 


21. 


there is true in relation to themselves, being unordered, random 
in their activity, indefinite in their receptivity, recciving many 
uncoordinated impulses into their own natures, being subject to 
random and unorganised movement; 

not true is convergence upon one goal, apportionment accord- 
ing to value, arrangement according to rational disposition; 
truc and not true is their being good (for by virtue of existing at 
all they must be good, and yet if providence does not exist, one 
would be unable to say whence they derive their good); 

in relation to providence, true of them will be being unaffected 
by it, not being coordinated with it; 

not true will be being measured and defined by it; 

true and not true, being ignorant of it (for all things which have 
come to birth must know this much about it, that it does not ex- 
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ist if it does not exist, and yet not know it, for thcy will have 
nothing in common with it). 

We have come, thus, to the conclusion of our argument about prov- 
idence, exercising ourselves according to the method; and we urge 
those who would become fitting auditors of Parmenides’ teaching to 
exercise themselves with many other examples. As for us, we must 
pass on to the next section of Plato’s text. 


“It is an unmanageable task, Parmenides, of which you speak, and I don’t 
altogether understand. Why not postulate some proposition and go 
through it yourself, that I may grasp this more clearly?”’ (136c) 


Even as the essence of the Forms is easily grasped and thoroughly 
clear for those who are willing to contemplate it with their intellects, 
whereas for those who attempt to discover it by means of sense-per- 
ception and imagination and opinion it remains unknown and uncon- 
templatable, so also the teaching of Parmenides is casily managed by 
those who have developed the habit of looking at things in their totality 
and perfection, whereas for those less perfectly developed it is unman- 
ageable (améchanos). That is exactly the position of Socrates here, and, 
on seeing the veritable ocean™ which this method is and the vast num- 
ber of possible propositions and their handling and ordering, he con- 
sequently described it as “an unmanageable task.” By “‘unmanageable” 
he wishes to point to both its difficulty of comprehension, and its nat- 
ural beauty (cf. Symp. 218c2; Rep. VI, 509a 6); for there is nothing 
that one can see claborately contrived about it, so that it is “unman- 
ageable”® by virtue of its natural quality, while it is easily manageable 
(euméchanos) inasmuch as it is intellectual and imitates the conjunctions 
and divisions of real being; by the word task he wishes to indicate that 
it proceeds through the use of actual metaphysical truths, and is not 
based upon mere logical rules. It is certainly difficult to grasp and to 
handle for those whose intellectual development is not complete, and 
that is why he added, ‘‘I don’t altogether understand”; for he had cer- 
tainly got some grasp of this theory, but a rather incomplete one, as 
Parmenides’ words have shown; and that is why he says, “‘I don’t al- 
together understand.”’ He now lays hold of the understanding of it that 
much the more profoundly, in that he has realised that the mcthod is 
difficult to grasp. This attitude is characteristic of those who are natu- 
rally akin to truth, as he has said himself in the Letters (VII, 344ab), that 
is, the quality of reacting to the difficulty and unpleasantness that be- 
comes apparent when one approaches these topics by attacking the 


3 Here, and elsewhere in the text (¢.g. 1020.19) Proclus reads +édayos for 7AHBos at 
Pam. 13726, but his lemma has been “corrected” to aA 60s. 

% "Awixavos is here being etymologised as “being free from pyxavai,” which I find 
untranslatable. Also ed73xav0s, which is used to mean “well-contrived.” 
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study of them all the more vigorously, and not shirking the exertion 
resulting from the enquiry, but, as if competing under the umpireship 
of the gods, enthusiastically to set about the understanding of the sub- 
ject matter. It is even thus that the soul, in looking towards Intellect, 
and beholding its unitary and simple and eternal intelligising, considers 
that to be “‘unmanageable”’; for it is within itself that reside all the types 
of devices (méchanai) and interweavings of the Forms; but nevertheless 
it yearns for the perfection of Intellect, even if it cannot unravel its 
thought nor the simplicity of the life of that level, but, circling round it 
and clinging to it, through its own variety it seeks to imitate its uni- 
formity, and in its divided state its undividedness in thinking. 

It is the same thing that Socrates is doing here. For he does not run 
away in a panic on seeing the difficulty of this mcthod and the synoptic 
quality of the exposition, and flinch from the labour of practising 
himself in it; rathcr, he admits his lack of ability and his falling short of 
this knowledge, and cleaves still morc enthusiastically than before to 
the whole theory of it, and exhorts Parmenides to descend from the in- 
tuitive level to rational exposition and from the general level to some 
particular example in order to practise the method with this. Even 
thus, in the case of the realm of reality and of the gods themselves, 
when we cannot attain to the knowledge of their inner activities we can 
conclude their existence from those which proceed outwards, and we 
recognise the morc universal through the more particular; and even 
thus also does Parmenides reveal himsclf through his discourse, pro- 
ceeding forth from unified intellections to this variegated exposition, 
which now Socrates requests of him, taking a position in this analo- 
gous to the tertiary ranks of being, who participate in the primary 
through the powers that proceed from that quarter to them, and not 
even in these immediately, but through the mediation of the classes in 
between. 


“That is a heavy task, Socrates,” he said, ‘to lay on a man of such an 
age.”’ (136d) 


On the one hand he is provoking Socrates to greater and more per- 
fect receptivity, both exaggerating the difficulty of the task and trying 
to beg off this exposition—a thing, indeed, that Socrates himself is 
found doing on other occasions, when young men are eager to hear 
something from him, imitating his own spiritual fathers; and at the 
same time the remark has a good deal of truth in it, whether you con- 
sider it in reference to his soul, or to him as a living being. If in refer- 
ence to his soul, you would say that itis not fitting for one who is able 


% Reading révoe for mépor with Latin translation (/aborem). 
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to cognise things divine to operate through verbally expressed imagi- 
nation (lektike phantasia) and the body but rather to remain “‘in his own 
conning-towcer”’ and “‘in his own habit of life.” It is a “‘task,”’ thercfore, 
for one living on the level of intellect to act by means of discursive rea- 
son and imagination, and for one turned towards himself to direct him- 
self towards other things, and for the simplicity of intuitive knowledge 
to turn to the variegation of discursive reasonings. 

If it is said with reference to him as a living being, you could say that 
it is a considerable task for an old man to undertake such contests. For 
“to traverse so various and vast a sea of discourse’’ requires also an in- 
strument which is unremittingly at the service of this activity, and 
plainly, therefore, that of a man in his prime. So we can take the words 
task and of such an age in two ways, and in each case we will see that the 
statement is true. 

The statement also has much truth in relation to the subject matter. 
In many cases gencral rules of procedure are easily grasped; it is about 
their use that not a little difficulty arises for those who try them out, as 
in the case of geometry those who have learned the general?’ theorems 
still experience difficulty in using them to solve the problems that are 
presented. A sign of the difficulty involved in using this method is the 
fact that nonce of those who followed Plato set out any of their own 
works in this form (we leave aside Ammikartos,** whoever he was). 
For this reason we have tried above to employ it by using a number of 
examples. 

Well then, let this serve to make clear the point that, though the 
knowledge of general principles is often easy to acquire, their employ- 
ment is difficult. For which reason it is reasonable that Parmenides says 
that “‘a heavy task” has been laid on him by Socrates, not only for the 
reasons that we have mentioned, but also because of the nature of the 
subject of enquiry being what it is. 


“But you, Zeno,” said Socrates, “why don’t you give us the illustra- 
tion?” (136d) 


In all cases those beings which are held third in honour gain a share 
in the primary level through the median classes; but that which does 
not achieve this immediate participation and is separated from its next 
highest is excluded from the company of the gods.’ In imitation of this 
situation, Plato in the discussions makes Socrates, in wishing to be 


3? Reading xowavs for xahobs, with Chaignet, or «aédhov (West). 

%® This personage is mentioned nowhere else. The name sounds Carthaginian, or pos- 
sibly Cyrenaic. 

* Reading dreverov for &raxsov (line 9), xwpurrév for yepis (line 10), and éxas for 
éxiorocs (line 10) (West.}. 
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filled directly with the thoughts of Parmenides, to be cheated of his 
hope, but doing this same thing through Zeno and succeeding to a 
preeminent degree in his request. Zeno, as has been said often before, 
represents divine mediation. The causal principles have been set out 
often before,“ and to what entities the three are analogous, of whom 
Zeno is the middle one. It is by appealing to him, then, and desiring 
through him to be united to the father of the discourse (logoi), and stir- 
ring him up to help with his difficulty, that Socrates gains participation 
in Parmenides himself. As far as the discussion of the theory of Forms, 
Socrates has partaken immediately in communion with the old maa 
because he himself on his own initiative was provoked to the consid- 
eration of the Forms; but when the pouring forth of deeper thoughts 
takes place. he necessarily relies on an intermediary, whom now Soc- 
rates rouses to action, and begs that he should become for him what 
Parmenides had been for him (Zeno).So then, Parmenides is an image 
of the paternal causal principle, for he is the common Father of all in the 
discourse—Zeno, of the Power of the Father, for which reason he is ex- 
tended before the Father and beats down all multiplicity which has re- 
volted from the One; Socrates, of the Intellect which reverts towards 
its Father through the medium of Life and Power. If you are willing to 
approach the passage with these analogies in mind, you will find a great 
decal of theory hidden within it. 


He said that Zeno laughed and replied: “Let us beg Parmenides himself 
to do it, Socrates. What he means is no light matter, I’m afraid. Or do you 
not see what a task you are setting?’’ (136d) 


Even so among the gods the third joins himself to the second, and 
strives for fulfilment from him; whereas the second, inasmuch as he is 
situated in the first, draws forth the benefactions deriving from him 
upon all. It is remarkable also to note in this passage that carlier, when 
there was question of a smile, they both smiled, Zeno and the great 
Parmenides, whereas here, when therc is talk no longer of smiling, 
only Zeno laughs, Parmenides remaining in his state of calm. This is 
because in the presence of the master he is exhorting the pupil to take 
in hand a discourse which seems difficult to the master himself; for this 
would not be the behaviour of a man who was observing the respect 
due to a master. This is also the reason why, when he was reading his 
treatise, he did it in the absence of Parmenides, as has been said m the 
Preface, for the reason that it would be tasteless to read it in the pres- 
ence of his master. 

The smile, then, represents the invisible and hidden activity of the 


“ E.g. Book I, 627,39-630.14, 
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divine, whercas laughter represents its progression onto a more visible 
plane; for laughter is more perceptible than smiling. So the one repre- 
sents the permanent and quiescent and hidden god, the other a god who 
remains above, but is already in the process of proceeding forth and be- 
coming manifest. 

-And there is something morc remarkable still than this. Zeno, when 
he smiles, looks at Parmenides (this was stated explicitly earlier), but 
when he laughs, he addresses himself to Socrates. This is because in the 
divine realm the mediating class is hidden in so far as it is united with 
what is above it, but becomes manifest in so far as it consorts with what 
is below it. So thercfore when Zeno laughs, he is manifesting himself 
to Socrates by ranking himself with him, through this union calling 
forth the thought of Parmenides. For he turns back Socrates also to- 
wards his own master, and in every way, leads him towards him as 
being the primal cause of theoretical knowledge and generative of all 
intellection deriving from him. And the reason for this he adds himself; 
for he says ‘“‘you are setting a great task”; great and transcendent 
achievements require similar causes; middling entities are the causes of 
middling goods, not of the highest goods or those which transcend the 
many. 


“Tf we were a greater multitude than we are, it would not be fair to ask 
him. Such a discourse would be unsuitable before a large audience, partic- 
ularly in a man of his age; because most people are unaware that you can- 
not hit upon truth and gain understanding without this discursive wander- 
ing over the whole field. So, Parmenides, I join with Socrates in his 
request, in the hope of being an auditor of yours once again after all this 
time.”” (136de) 


One of our predecessors“! has already made the reasonable comment 
that Plato everywhere preserves propricty in his portrayal of his char- 
acters, as is plain from the present passage. In the Gorgias, for instance, 
where he is presenting a gathcring of Sophists, he portrays the pupil as 
butting in on the replies of his master and leaping into the argument in 
a premature and disorderly manner; for such a character is Polus in that 
dialogue, unbridled and unmannerly even towards the father of his art. 
Here, however, when he is representing philosophers, he portrays 
Zeno as yielding place to Parmenides, and begging him to be the one 
to speak and to benefit the company. The gathering of Sophists reflects 
the whole material system, in which the offspring oftcn even rise up 


“ This sounds like the sort of thing Longinus would say.Cf. Proclus Jn Tim. 1, 14.7f€, 
59.108, 68.3£F, etc., where he is recorded as commenting on the excellence of Plato's 
ae its suitability to its subject matter. Ifso, this is probably relayed through Por- 
phyry. 
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against their own causal principles ‘and try to lord it over their betters, 
whercas the community of philosophers reflects the order of the gods, 
in which the inferior orders summon forth the powers of the superior, 
and give way to their boundless gencrative abundance. 

But let this be enough about the ethical position of the characters. It 
is hardly necessary to state that the most divine type of doctrines are 
unsuitable to be conveyed to the hearing of the many, since Plato him- 
self has said that all these things are objects of ridicule to the many, but 
thought worthy of admiration by the wise. Even so the Pythagoreans 
declared some of their discourses to be mystical, and others “open- 
air,”4? while the Peripatetics made some esoteric, others cxoteric. And 
Parmenides himself wrote one part of his work ‘according to Truth,” 
and another “according to Opinion.” Zeno, in turn, called someof 
his arguments “valid,” and some “tactical.’’** So it is reasonably stated 
here that such a discourse is “unsuitable” in the presence of the many, 
since they are incapable of comprehending what they would be hear- 
ing. And if someone already advanced in years were to enter into a dis- 
course on these subjects in the presence of the many, it would seem still 
more unsuitable to them and shameful. In a young man such manifes- 
tations arc less mocked at, as is remarked by Callicles (Gorg. 484c), 
who is one of the many affected by their sentiments; but they consider 
that for someone advanced in years to spend time in these activities is 
of all things the most worthy of ridicule. What the cause may be of such 
an attitude one does not need to turn elsewhere to seek; for Plato him- 
self has given his verdict that thcy are afflicted by this through igno- 
rance; ignorance indccd is the cause of great cvils to souls. He shows 
also, again, that the failings of the many are involuntary; for every er- 
ror committed in ignorance is involutary and deserving of pardon. The 
many, then, are ignorant of the extent of the power of dialectic, and 
that the end-result of this “wandering” is truth and intuitive knowl- 
edge; for there is no other way whereby we may ascend from the low- 
est levels of being to the first, apart from proceeding through the inter- 
mediary paths of Life. Even as our descent took place through many 
intermediary levels, as our soul procceded always towards the more 
composite from the simpler levels of activity, so also our ascent will 
come about through many intermediary levels, as the soul dissolves the 
structure of life which it has compounded for itself. 

We must, therefore, first recognise that the senscs are able to cognise 


*2 Yraidpo. Cf. lamblichus V. Pyth. 245-247, though he does not use this termi- 
nology. 

* Cf. Diog. Laert. IX, 22, and Parm. fr. B1. 28-30 D-K. 

+4 Zeno’s distinction between adnésis and xperaSers Acyor does not seem to be re- 
corded elsewhere, Could it have been in the Forty Logoi? 
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nothing accurate or sound, but contain a great deal that is confused and 
material and subject to passion, inasmuch as they makc use of organs 
which are of this nature. Then we must dispense with thinking through 
images, those Stymphalian birds which fly about within us,** inasmuch 
as they present to us evils of form and shape, not being able at all to 
grasp the non-figurative and partless Form, but hampering the pure, 
immaterial cognition of the soul by breaking in on it and causing dis- 
turbance to it in its investigations. Thirdly, as well as these, we must 
eradicate multiform opinions and the “wandering” around them in 
which souls are involved; for they do not fasten upon the causal prin- 
ciple of things, nor do they implant in us knowledge or participation in 
the transcendent Intellect. Fourthly, we must ascend to the “great sea” 
of sciences (Symp. 210d), and there contemplate by means of dialectic 
their divisions and combinations and in general the variety of the 
Forms within us, and by means of this contemplation, having perfected 
the weaving together of its structure, our intellect will behold that it 
must separate itself from composite things and apply itsclf already on 
the level of intuition to true reality. For intuitive knowledge is superior 
to scientific, and life lived according to intuitive knowledge is more 
ho. ourable than a life of science. 

So then, many are the wanderings and whirlings of souls. There is 
one at the level of imagination, another above this at the level of opin- 
ion, another again at the level of discursive intellect. Only life accord- 
ing to intuitive intellect posscsses freedom from wandering, and this is 
the mystical mooring-place of the soul, to which the poem brings 
Odysseus after the multifarious wanderings of his life (Od. 13.101), 
and to which we, if we wish to be saved, as we presumably do, will 
conduct ourselves. 

But enough about these matters. It has already been stated that Zeno 
is contiguous to Parmenides, and that he is a kind of monad of all those 
who have been gathered together; and that he’ primarily reverts to- 
wards him through Socrates, who has superiority over the rest. He 
himself'says that he has heard the discourse that is about to be presented 
on another occasion, whereas these will be hearing it for the first 
time—Plato indicating through this that in the divine realm the causes 
contiguous to the Fathers partake of some things from the Fathers tran- 
scendently and secretly, of which they solely and primarily partake 
through their ineffable unity with them, whereas there are other things 
that they partake of in common with the other entities which proceed 
from the same source. The first session of Zeno with Parmcnides, then, 


* An elaborated reference, perhaps, to the dpvies &ypuae of Theaet. 197¢. The whole 
passage, however, is based upon Phaedo 66bff., with darracia substituted for cape. Cf. 
Olympiodorus In Phaed. 6.2. 
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is analogous to the mystical intellection experienced by the secondary 
entities, while the session shared with the others is analogous to those 
progressive departures from reality which extend® to all things 
equally. Since the second session is inferior to its prior, inasmuch as 
Parmenides set out the system, as was reasonable, more comprehen- 
sively to Zeno on that occasion inasmuch as he was more familiar with 
his methods of argument, whereas he sets it out in more varied detail 
for the whole company by way of indicating, obviously, the lower 
level on which they are now operating, he says he has come to hear him 
“after all this time.” For this is symbolic of the different levels of activ- 
ity, the “junior” and the “senior,” among the gods, not so termed by 
order of temporal succession but rather of worth. And if you note the 
precise terminology used by Zeno, “So, Parmenides, | join with Soc- 
rates in his request,’ and this is put by Plato not casually, nor simply for 
artistic cffect, but he has put it in to indicate how Zeno derives all his 
own uscfulness from the will of Parmenides. He says no more than he 
“requests”; what follows and what is owing to his request, he leaves 
out, even as the sentence seems lacking in something, imitating in this 
the state of mind of the speaker, who is observing the reverent attitude 
which he considers to be due to the father of such discourses. 


When Zeno has said this, Antiphon said that Pythodorus said that he 
himself begged Parmenides and so did Aristoteles and the others, not to 
disappoint them but to indicate what he has been describing. (136c) 


Parmenides is the monad of all those who comprise this meeting, 
even as the One Being is the monad of the realm of Being. Zeno is the 
monad of all those who are going to participate in Parmenides. It is for 
this reason that he makes the request on their behalf, since be represents 
the power of recalling towards his Father those who have proceeded 
forth. Of those who have come in to visit them, Zeno said that he 
joined with Socrates in requesting Parmenides, thus bearing witness to 
his transcendent superiority over the others. Once these two have re- 
quested, all the secondary entities arc set in motion towards laying hold 
of the primaries. For Pythodorus and Aristoteles and all the others, 
while Socrates alone was making his request, remained silent; for he 
was not the most primary among the participant entities. But once 
Zeno had made his request, they are all automatically stirred up. Even 
thus, among the gods, when the encosmic gods follow ther 
“detached’’” leaders, all entities follow along with them, angels and 


4 Reading tpoioicas for MS rovoveaes, with Latin (procedentibus). 

4? The daréavrot éeot are the lowest rank of supracosmic, transcendent gods, identified 
by Proclus with the gods of the Phaedrus myth (c.g. In Tim. 1, 18.8). They come be- 
tween the éyxéapuot and Hyyenomnoi, being the second clement of the demiurgic triad (ibid. 
269.24ff.). 
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daemons and individual souls; for all wish to act in concert with their 
own highest elements. 

What the request is, then, he himself has added, ‘‘to indicate what he 
has been describing.” The method of instruction, then, is going to em- 
ploy symbols and indications and riddles, a method proper to the most 
mystical of doctrines, not employing logical proofs and conducting its 
procedure according to commonly accepted rules of argument. 


Parmenides replied, “I must obey; although I feel like the old race-horse 
in Ibycus, who trembles at the start of a chariot-race, knowing from long 
experience what is in store for him, to whom the poet compares his own 
reluctance on finding himself so late in life forced into the lists of love.” 
(136e-137a) 


All those things, as has been said before, which are about to enjoy 
participation are moved to conjunction, and fasten avidly to the power 
which effects participation with them, and on this principle join them- 
selves to their own coordinate monad—thus preparing themselves to 
enjoy participation in the transcendent monad. For this is always the 
way in the realm of true Being, in which those which are perfectly de- 
pendent on secondary entities can participate to an adequate extent also 
in the entities above them again. 

So then, the others have gathered together with Socrates, are peti- 
tioning together with Zeno, and are going along with Parmenides, and 
thus even before the exposition begins there appears in the characters a 
kind of divine ordering, so to speak, in images. We see how all the sec- 
ondaries depend upon the triad that pervades the whole divine realm, 
and are established and brought to completion by it; and how the pri- 
mal among the causal principles are made manifest to those which as- 
cend in an orderly way through their immediate superiors; and how for 
those who avidly cling to the divine there is prepared an ungrudging 
dispensation from that source. For even so will Parmenides subse- 
quently assent to their requests, and he has already given the reason for 
his assent, putting the blame on “‘necessity”—divine necessity, ob- 
viously—against which, as the Athenian Stranger says (Laws VII, 
818b), not even the gods can fight. Itis, after all, a property of the god- 
like cause and of divine power to be available to all who are able to par- 
take of it. But that he may demonstrate to them again how great is the 
task and how serious a struggle, he declares himself to be unequal to 
this Jong exposition, and to be in the samc state as Ibycus, who because 
of advanced age is hesitant to give himself up to love-making, but yct 
is forced to do so, and who compares the compulsion with which he is 
confronted to that of an old horse who has competed in the race many 
times before, and now through excess of experience is trembling at 
whatis before him. The poet writes somewhat as follows (fr. 2 Bergk): 
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Love once again, glancing at me meltingly from under dark lids, 

has cast me by its various wilcs into the inescapable nets 

of the Cyprian. Indeed I tremble at its onset, like a horse which has 
often 

borne the yoke to victory before, but now through old age 

enters unwillingly the contest amid the swift chariots. 


That is the passage from the poem Chariot which is relevant to Par- 
menides’ statement. 

Again, one may gather from this passage how in all cases the supe- 
rior entitics project their own images onto the ranks of Being inferior 
to them. Parmenides has presented Ibycus as an image of his own sen- 
sation; Ibycus is turn presents the horse; for the Forms proceed from 
Intellect into the rational soul, and from this into nature, which exer- 
cises domination over irrational animals. Contests of horses and love 
affairs are proper to souls in the process of ascent; for among these the 
horse which partakes of evil weighs them down (Phaedr. 247b), the.one 
whose chariotecr has not trained it well, while the one which is able to 
struggle through to real Being is borne along lightly, and for those 
souls ascent and salvation comes about through love. For this reason 
also is their chariot winged, symbolising that which soars aloft by 
means of erotic madness to intclligible beauty and the vision of true 
reality. 

So much may be said about the subject matter of the passage, with 
which the present text is constructed analogously. As for Ibycus, it is 
clear to those who have read his work that he was a songwriter, that he 
was much concerned with matters of love, and that, when old and pro- 
voked to writing love songs, hc says in one of his own songs that he 
shrinks from the writing, because of the strain involved in love. 


“And my memories too make me frightened of setting out, at my age, to 
traverse so vast and various a multiplicity of arguments. However, I 
must gratify your request; for after all, as Zeno says, we are just among 
ourselves here.”’ (137a) 


He knows how great is the wandering of the soul, not only on the 
level of scnse-perception and imagination and opinion, but even.in the 
discursive peregrinations of the reasoning faculty; and knowing this, 
and remembering his own struggles, he fears to descend again into 
such a wandering, like some Odysseus, who when he has reached his 
home and is alrcady in possession of his proper good, is summoned 
forth to some wars with barbarians such as he has already been 


48 Thetext of the lemma has #A790s, inaccord with all Plato MSS, but, as we have seen 
(n.34 above), Proclus reads séAaryos in his text, so this must be a scribal correction: 
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through, and through experience does not choose to depart from his 
fatherland, inasmuch as he remembers what troubles he had in his wars 
and in his wanderings over a long space of time. Having ascended, 
therefore, into ratiocination (logismos) from imagination and sense-per- 
ception, and into intuitive cognition from ratiocination, he reasonably 
fears to descend again into ratiocination and the wandering of the dis- 
cursive intellect, Icst it should lead him unawares back down into 
imagination and sense-perception. For the descent from intuitive intel- 
lection is not a safe onc, nor should one find oneself unawares remain- 
ing at a worse Icvel. Even so in the Phaedrus Socrates, under Phaedrus’ 
compulsion, describes both physical beauty and that which is manifest 
in the median level of Forms, and then, having departed (from these, 
and through)” divine love extending our souls towards intelligible 
beauty, he calls “‘daring” and “impiety” and ‘‘sin”’ (242bff.) the descent 
from this to the secondary level, and the declination from the intellec- 
tion of the primal beauty.” 

It is because Parmenides is trying to avoid this, and remembers his 
own wandering and is now safely in port, that he shrinks from once 
again descending into ‘‘the multiplicity of arguments” from his intel- 
lectual and simple form of activity. Nevertheless, he makes the de- 
scent, for the sake of the good, for the benefit of the beings sccondary 
to him; this grace of his is an image of the providence of the gods. Such, 
then, should be the descents from the intelligible of divine souls, still in 
dependence upon the divine and knowing well the evils consequent 
upon wandering, and descending only for the purpose of benefaction, 
not for any fulfilment of a love of gencration, and not tumbling into 
the depths, nor attaching themselves to indeterminate*! forms of life. 
For being “on one’s own” is a symbol of a life free from all material 
multiplicity. 


“Whence shall I begin, then? And what hypothesis shall I propound 
first?” (137a) 


Parmenides, having given himself up to the convolutions of the ar- 
guments, and descending from his intellectual “‘conning-tower”’ into 
scientific expositions and from the non-relative form of life to the rel- 
ative, asks those who are about to partake of him once again, where he 
shall begin, and on the basis of what sort of hypothesis should he found 


= Supplying c.g. (rovrev, xai Sx), as seems required by the sense, between droutas 
anid 706 deiov Zpwros (West.). 
* This reflects the interpretation of the Phaedrus first worked out by lamblichus, and 
oa in Hermeias In Phaedr. 9.6€f. and 11.16ff. Couvreur (= Iambl. In Phaedr: ff. 1 
on, 


4 Reading dopiotas, with Latin (interminatis) for épiovoes of Greek MSS. 
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his argument; not that he is making his intellect dependent upon their 
judgment, nor wishing that his proper course be defined for him by 
them (for it would not be right for the better to have their activity reg~ 
ulated by the worse), but by way of causing them to turn towards him 
and rousing them up to the recognition of his nature, in order that he 
may not be implanting his reason-principles in them as unintelligent 
recipients, as Nature does to bodies, but that they may elevate them- 
selves and join him in striving towards Being. For this is the way that 
Intellect elevates souls, as they are not only borne upwards by its 
agency, but prepared by it to help themselves. He urges them, then, to 
kecp a watch on his procedure, and see where he takes his start from 
and whence he leaves off and through what middle terms he proceeds, 
but he docs not seek to learn the correct procedure from them. Ob- 
viously so, because he docs not wait for their answer, but gocs on to 
announce his decision, and makes his discourse in relation to that. 

Tt seems to me that the phrases, ‘“Where shall I begin?’ and “What 
hypothesis shall I propound first?” are both proper to the One, about 
which hc is going to make his exposition (for “beginning” and “first” 
are the most suitable of all names to that entity), but they differ from 
one another inasmuch as, in enquiring whence he shall begin, he is 
plainly insisting that he should not look outside himself, but should 
weave together this great enterprise of discourse from himself and his 
internal store of knowledge. And in any case, seeing that there is a va- 
riety of possible methods, it is reasonable that he should enquire 
whence he should take his beginning; for one should not start from the 
same point in the case of every subject, as ] have said previously in lay- 
ing down the principles of the method. 

He enquircs also as to what hypothesis he should propound first. 
Since there are many hypotheses concerning both the intelligible and 
the sensible realms, he enquires what hypothesis he should propound 
in order to be able to spcak of the wholc range of being, and leave noth- 
ing at all univestigated either of intelligibles* or of things of sensc, so 
as to give the name of “hypothesis” to the propounding of the subject. 
as a whole, while terming ‘the beginning of the hypothesis”’ the first 
part of the whole setting forth of the proposed argument, many-fac- 
cted as it is. 


“Would you like me, since we have decided to play out this laborious 
game, to begin from myselfand my own hypothesis, hypothesising about 
the One itself, that is, what must follow if one assumes that the One is, or 
that it is not?” “By all means,” said Zeno. (137b) 


® Adding uire sav vonrav, from Latin translation (neque intclligentialium). 
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The actual method of Parmenides takes up one hypothesis and builds 
his whole argument on that, not an hypothesis which would appear to 
be one among a multitude of others, but one which comprchends all 
other hypotheses and is one prior to the many; for it reveals the total 
range of being and the whole order of things both intelligible and sen- 
sible, and furthermore their henads, and the single ineffable henad 
which is the source of all of them. For the Onc is the causc ofall things, 
and from it he will generate all things as he proceeds. 

But perhaps someone might raise this very question, how Parmen- 
ides, who did not deal with the One, can have called the One “his own 
hypothesis,”’ and say that he will take his start from this beginning 
proper to himself. Before this some authorities have indeed declared 
that, whereas Parmenides did in fact concern himsclf entirely with 
Being®, Plato, when he discovered that the One was superior to Being 
and to all existence, by way of correcting Parmenides, presents him as 
taking his start from the One. For even as Gorgias and Protagoras and 
each of the other philosophers sets out their theories in a better form in 
Plato’s works than in thcir own, so also Parmenides is a more accom- 
plished and visionary philosopher in Plato than we see him to be on his 
own. In this passage, as we see, he says “‘If there isa One,” not “‘If there 
is a One Being,” as if he is conducting his argument about the Onc 
alone, and not about the One Being. And in the casc of the subsequent 
hypotheses, “If there is not a One,” and in the conclusion of the whole 
discourse (166c), “If there is or is not some One, all things are the case 
and are not the case,” assuming the One to be subject in all all these, 
not the One Being. Parmenides is being Platonic, then, in calling his 
hypothesis one which postulates the One. For what Plato has added to 
Parmenides’ doctrine, they say, he has attributed to Parmenides him- 
self. Those who maintain this would say chat there is no need to be sur- 
ptised if Parmenides does not scem to say anything in his poetry about 
the-One itself (it is, after all, ineffable), inasmuch as he is defending his 
own poetry, which traces the generation of all existent things from 
Being; but in his unwritten discourses to Zeno he gave some indica- 
tions on that subject, inasmuch as that is possible in words. He is jus- 
tified, then, in calling his own hypothesis the exposition of the One. 

But if one is to get nearest to the truth, one must follow the line of 
our Master, that Parmenides begins from the One (Being)™ (for the 
proposition “If there is a One,’’ since it contains besides ‘‘One’’ also the 


concept of existence, belongs to this rank of things), and ascends from 


the One Being to the Onc, thus demonstrating clearly that the One in 


5 Reading dv for é, of Greek MSS with Latin (ens). 
+ Supplying (6vros) after évés. 
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the strict sense wishcs only this, to be One, and “snatches itself away” 
from Being; and that the One Being is second to this by reason of its. 
descent towards Being, whereas the One itself is superior even to the 
designation “is,” and the hypothesis “‘if it is”; for as soon as we add is, 
the One in the strictest sense will no longer remain. So that it is true 
that he hypothesises Real Being and Onc Being, and that by means of 
this hypothesis he ascends to the Onc itself, which he himself in the Re- 
public (V1, 510b) describes as “non-hypothesiscd.”’ For he says that it is 
necessary always to proceed through hypotheses, in order that we may 
culminate our ascent at the non-hypothesised One; for every hypoth- 
esis starts from a principle other than itself. But ifone were to make the 
hypothesis a first principle, one would have to say about it something 
which he (Plato) has said about geometry; if something has a first prin- 
ciple which one does not know, and a conclusion and middle terms, 
therefore, built up from what one does not know, in no way can such 
a thing be an object of scientific knowledge (Rep. VII, 533c). The only 
thing, then, that is non-hypothesised is the One, so that whatever is 
hypothesised is something else and not the Onc; but he ascends from 
this to the One, as from an hypothesis to the non-hypothesised. One 
might thus properly admire the whole structure of Parmenides’ dis- 
coursc here; for ifon the one hand he had assumed as an hypothesis that 
which was non-hypothesised, and taken what has no first principle-as 
procecding from one, then he would not have been following his 
method, which calls for in cvcry case hypothesising something and 
sccing what follows from it; or, on the other hand, ifhe assumed what 
was not the non-hypothcsised, but something more or less remote 
from the One, it would not have been easy for him to make the tran- 
sition to it, nor would he have been able to reveal to us the cause of 
Being naturally and without strain. In order, then, that the One might 
remain non-hypothesiscd, and yet that he might ascend easily to the 
One from an hypothesis closely akin to it, he postulated the One 
Being, as being next in order to the One, and in which the term ‘‘one” 
finds, perhaps, its first proper usc; for in the case of the One itself which 
is “beyond,” not even this term is proper. And in this way, as he says; 
he both begins from his own hypothesis, which is the One Being, and 
this is the significance of the hy pothesis ‘‘If there is a One;” and moving 
thence to the non-hypothesised, he makes manifest the derivation of all 
things from the transcendent henad of beings. That is why, when he 
has said that he will “hypothcsise his own One,” by way of showing 
what follows and what does not follow from it—at one moment, tak- 
ing the concept of the Onc by itsclf—he chooses to demonstrate its ex- 


% Chaldacan terminology; cf. Or. Chald. fr. 3 DP. 
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istence by means of affirmative propositions, while at another he as- 
sumes along with it also the idea of existence, but everywhcre looking, 
as it were, towards the One, whether unparticipated or participated, in 
order to demonstrate that all things exist due to the One, and that with- 
out the One their existence would vanish; for the existence of Being 
itself is due to the Onc. 

How, then, you might say, does it come about that there is a plural- 
ity of hypotheses, if the whole discourse continues to be about the 
One? Because, I will say, “the One” can be used in three senses. We 
have the One that transcends all beings, and that which is present to- 
gether with all beings, which also, with the One, produces all the or- 
ders of beings, and thirdly we have that which is inferior to Being and 
which is, as it were, ‘swallowed down” by it.** Since, then, the Onc is 
used in threc different senses, in the first three hypotheses the subject 
for. discussion is the relation of each of thesc both to itself and to every- 
thing else. In the two remaining hypotheses of the first group, the sub- 
ject is how the others are related both to themselves and to the Onc, 
seen both as partaking in the One and as non-participant in it. Again, 
since the remaining four take as their hypothesis that ‘tthe One”’ is not, 
and not-being has two senses, either absolute not-bcing, or that which 
isin one way and not in another, he considers the first two of the sec- 
ond_group, in relation to either of these senses, both to themselves and 
to everything else, while the latter two in relation to everything else, 
both in so far as they partake of not-being, and in so far as they do not. 
Thus he completes the tally of the nine hypotheses, producing as a final 
conclusion that the Onc is the cause of all things; and that if the One is 
not, nothing is; for it would not be right for the effects to remain in 
existence once the cause is done away with. 

We shall have an opportunity for examining these matters in morc 
detail later. [ must say, though, that it seems to me that the present text 
answers well to what has gone before, the phrase “from myself” an- 
swering to “Whence shall I begin?” and ‘my own hypothesis” to 
“What hypothesis shall I propound first?” They do not both signify the 
same thing. In the first case®” he is defining the mode of his activity, 
that it is from within outwards, and proceeds from his unitary intelli- 
gising into the variegation of discourse; while in the second case he is 
Proposing to specify the subject matter about which he is about to de- 
velop the aforesaid method. 

And this is not the only message you may derive from the present 


* Kaserivery. karénoows, Orphic terminology, based originally no doubt on Hesiod’s 
Ebene of Kronos swallowing down his offspring. Cf. Ia Tim. 1, 313.6; 1, 93. 18-25; 


* Reading ov pév for ob pv of Greck MSS, with Latin translation. 
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passage, but also that the mode of this activity of his is analogous to the 
divine. Each of the divinities, after all, begins his activity from him- 
self—the conservative class first conserves itself, the anagogic raises it~ 
self up before anything else, the generative generates itself, and so it 
goes with all the others. So Parmenides utters these phrases in imitation 
of the divinity, and not these only, but also the phrase “‘to play out this 
laborious game.” This also is divine, to call his clear and many-faceted 
procedures “‘games’’; for cach of men and other things is a “plaything” 
of the gods (Laws VII, 803c), all such as are brought to being by their 
outgoing energies. Every external argument is thus a ““game,”’ com- 
parcd to the calm and unitary intellection of Being, but it is neverthe- 
less ‘‘laborious’’ because it has to do with the contemplation of real 
beings, and unfolds the simplicity of the intellection within, and is 
nothing else but, as it were, an unravelling of intellections and a “rend- 
ing apart’’® of undivided cognition. This is what Parmenides offers; 
and Zeno accepted it readily, knowing the profundity of the doctrine. 
It had to be he who was the one to assent, as standing in the role of 
monad in relations to all alike who are going to partake in the argu- 
ments about to be uttered, and particularly as having often before heard 
his doctrines on these subjects and knowing their greatness. 


“Then who will answer the questions I shall put? Shall it be the young- 
est? He will be likely to give the least trouble, and to be the most ready to 
say what he thinks; and I shall get a moment’s rest while he is answer- 
ing.” (137b) 


His general reason for wanting somcone to respond to him is that his 
task is to practise the dialectical method. One must therefore have 
someone to express affirmation and denial. He chooses the youngest of 
the company, in order that he may serve just this basic purpose and not 
cause trouble by raising problems. For the old are like veterans of the 
law-courts, who have through their wider experience come to prefer 
their own doctrines. He chooses him also that he may speak from the 
heart, not giving responses against his conviction through contentious- 
ness, but from unperverted thoughts, from which he himself will also 
be composing his arguments, producing replies that are unfabricated. 
And thirdly, he chooses him that he himself may get through his dis- 
course with ease, working upon a complaisant, tender and unspoiled 
character. 

These, then, are the reasons he himself has given for his choice of 
the youngest. One might, however, consider all this also on the level 


* Srapeypos, again an Orphic term, deriving from the myth of the rending of Dio- 
nysus by the Titans; cf. Zr Tien. [1, 198.7. 
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of the One Being and in general on that of the primal causes, how their 
power causes even the lowest strata of being to turn back towards the 
primary. For what is there that does not participate in the One? Even if 
you were to mention privation itself, you will find that it bears the im- 
age of the One. And what one of beings is there that does not derive 
benefit from Being? Even if you mention Matter, there is a way that 
Being exists potentially even in it. And in general the most comprehen- 
sive of the causes both bring into being and cause to revert to them- 
selves even the lowest grade of being. It is in imitation of this that 
Parmenides chooses out the youngest as his interlocutor, in order that 
he may turn him back also to his own discourse (or creative reason- 
ptinciple). 

And if you care to see something even more arcane in this, in images, 
consider how thc secondary and tertiary grades of the divine enjoy the 
influence of the primary monads—they do it mystically, calmly and 
unvaryingly; and how the summits of the angelic realm receive it, in a 
manner worthy of gods, in that they have situated themselves next to 
the divine; and how individual souls do, transitively, with a certain ele- 
ment of wandering. And having considered this, go on to consider 
how it applies here; all the others are filled with the doctrine in si- 
lence—Zeno, Socrates, Pythodorus. But Aristoteles undergoes mo- 
tion, being cast in the role of the soul which is led upwards but will later 
be borne down again into matcrial life. It is plain here too, as in the 
most holy rites, how some of those present are being initiated, others 
are. possessed of the full vision, some are hearing it for the first time, 
while others have heard it also before. Note also how Parmenides is 
concerned for easc in his discourse, because this ease is operating is a 
divine characteristic. For they possess un wearyingness, to whom Hebe 
pours out the nectar, and their providential care arises after the drinking 
of the nectar, being frec and unimpeded. 


"Iam ready at your service, Parmenides,” said Aristoteles, “for you 
mean me when you say ‘the youngest.’ So ask away, and I will answer.”’ 
(137c) 


Parmenides made the general and indefinite statement that the 
youngest should be the onc to reply to him. Aristoteles has brought 
himself into the category described, thus joining the particular to the 
general; for if he is the youngest, he should be the onc to answer. 
Again, these statements bear some indications of divine things. The 
general and unified content of the intellection of divine beings is re- 
ceived on the particular level by souls, according to their own rank, and 
not souls only, but also the secondary ranks of the gods themselves re- 
ceive on a particular level the gencral intellections of the higher. Thus 


383 


BOOK V 


also in the most divine Poet, when Hera says indefinitely and abso- 
lutely, “Buc if some onc of the gods should summon Thetis to my 
presencc”’ (Iliad 24.74), the goddess who is the chief of the angelic order 
makes the task hers in particular: “So she spoke; and storm-footed Iris 
sprang up. . ."" (ibid. 24.77). And yet the remark was not addressed ex- 
plicitly to her by Hera, but she, comprehending the order, both rec- 
ognised it as pertaining to her and, recognising this, performed her 
proper task. For it is proper to her to gather together secondary entities 
to their own causal principles, according to the dictates of the demiur- 
gic Intellect, and especially to the leader of the female divinities in the 
cosmos. It is this which Plato is representing in images when he causes 
Aristotcles to present himself and submit himself to the orders of Par- 
menidcs; and Parmenides, turning this youth to himself, addresses 
himself to the proposed discourse. 


BOOK VI 


INTRODUCTION 
Bes 


PROCLUS NOW turns to the exegesis of the First Hypothesis. He pref- 
aces this with a long discussion (which I have distinguished as Section 
A) of the reasons for discerning no morc nor less than nine hypotheses, 
against various predecessors who had postulated different totals. An 
excellent survey of the history of this controversy in Platonism may be 
found in the Introduction to volume I of Saffrey and Westerink’s Budé 
edition of the Platonic Theology (pp. lxxix-lxxxix), but a certain amount 
raust be said here. 

Proclus’ position (following Plutarch of Athens and Syrianus) is 
that, if one pays. proper attention to the different senses of “Onc” and 
“Not-Being,”’ one must arrive at five positive hypotheses and four 
negative ones. ‘‘One’’ has, as he maintains (1039.28ff., and cf. 
1035. 1ff.), three senses—one as superior to Being, a sccond as coordi- 
nate with it, and a third as inferior to Bcing—represcnting, respec- 
tively, the levels of One, Intellect, and Soul. “Not-Being” (“the 
Others,”’ in this context) has two senses, that of Relative or Contin- 
gent, and that of Absolute Not-Being—representing respectively the 
physical world and pure Matter. The five positive hypotheses arise first 
from the postulation of the One in its three senses, and then from the 
postulation of the rclation of it, first, to “the Others’’ which participate 
in the One, and secondly to ‘the Others” which do not. The four ncg- 
ative ones (6-9) are arranged rather differently on the basis of the ab- 
solute and relative non-existence of the One (in all its senses) and of the 
Others (1040.10-19). 

It is clear to Proclus, at least, that if the various senscs of the One arc 
not properly differentiated, we get intolerable contradictions (1041.1- 
20), and yet in the past, he says, there have been those who would take 
the One in only one sense. These he characterises as rwés mpaypatet- 
wSeotépar &rTopevot AGywv, who argue that the same sense of “One” 
must be assumed in all the hypotheses; otherwise Parmenides would 
not have achieved his declared aim, which was, after all, to practise his 
method on some single object of enquiry, to wit, his own Once (137b). 
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The identity of these commentators (whose view corresponds much 
more closely than that of Proclus to that of moder critics) remains ob- 
scure. They cannot be Proclus’ Neoplatonic predecessors, from Plo- 
tinus on, since they all, whatever their other differences, saw the first 
three hypotheses (or more) as concerning different entities. The general 
Middle Platonic view, as represented by Albinus in the Didaskalikos, 
was that the Parmenides was an exercise in logic, so cither we must pos- 
tulate some pre-Plotinian Pythagorising school of Platonists, of whose 
interpretation of the Parmenides we have otherwise only the dim evi- 
dence afforded by the speculations about the One of Moderatus of 
Gades—or there is the possibility that this was the position taken up by 
Plotinus’ contemporary, the Platonist Origen, of whose views we hear 
morc below, at 1064.21ff., and VIT, 36.8-31 and 64. 1-16 Klibansky (see 
notes ad loc.). Certainly Origen held that the subject matter of the first 
two hypotheses was the same, the first being purely negative in its con- 
clusions. 

At any rate, Proclus dismisses thcir position as leading to contradic- 
tions. The process of refutation of this schoo! of critics, however, leads 
him to an exposition of his doctrinc of henads (1043.4-1051.33). The 
doctrine of henads, as E. R. Dodds remarks in his useful discussion in 
Elements of Theology (p. 259), is ‘‘an attempt to bridge the yawning gulf 
which Plotinus had left between the One and reality. The doctrine of 
henads represents an attempt to account for the existence of individu- 
ality by importing plurality into the first hypostasis, yet in such a man- 
ner as to leave intact the perfect unity of the One. They are the tran- 
scendent sources of individuality; in them the whole Plotinian xéapos 
vontos already exists kat’ aitiav, or in a seminal form.” 

There is a certain perverse logic in deciding that, even as there is Soul 
and individual souls, and Intellect and individual intellects, so, beside 
the One, there must be individual henads—even though the essence of 
the One is to be unitary. There is also the consideration that the first 
principle of any class of thing, by virtue of which that class is one class, 
should have the characteristic of absolute unity, and that is the thought 
that Proclus puts forward here (1043.16ff.): 


The first principle of everything, then, as being the provider to all 
things of the greatest of goods, we term unificr of all and for that 
reason One, and hence we say also that every principle, in so far as 
it has a share of this honour among beings, is a henad of some 
class, and the most unitary of things in each class. 


He takes as examples light, nature, and knowledge, and traces these up 
to their respective hcnads. 
However, it is not his concern here to present the whole doctrine of 
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henads—for that we must turn to Book II of the Platonic Theology (chs. 
1-7). He only wants to make the point that the subject of the Parmenides 
does not have to be one single One, but can perfectly well be a series of 
them, the monad of Intellect and the monad of Soul, as well as the One 
itself, being the subjects of the various positive hypothcses. 

He next (1051.34-1064.17) enters upon an extremely important sur- 
vey and discussion of the various views of his predecessors as to the 
subject matter of the hypotheses. The Middle Platonic interpretation of 
the dialogue he dismisses without discussion, presumably because it 
did not envisage separate subjects for each of the hypotheses, and be- 
gins his survey of his predecessors with Plotinus’ senior follower Ame- 
lius, followed by Porphyry and Iamblichus (none of these, we may 
note, mentioned by name, but all identified satisfactorily by a knowl- 
edgeable scholiast). These three authorities saw a level of reality cor- 
responding to each of the hypotheses—Amelius identifying them as 
eight in number, while his two successors saw nine. Amelius and Por- 
phyry, despite differences further down the scale, basically follow Plo- 
tinus in identifying the subjects of the first three hypotheses as the One, 
Intellect, and Soul. Iamblichus, typically, is more subtle, making his 
subjects “God and the gods” (the latter taken as henads), “the intellec- 
tual and intelligible beings,” and 7a xpeirrova yévn, that is, angels, 
daemons and heroes, while rational soul is relegated to the Fourth Hy- 
pothesis, and “souls of inferior rank attached to rational souls” to the 
Fifth. 

All these three authorities, however, err, in Proclus’ view, by envis- 
aging levels of reality corresponding also to the last four, negative, hy- 
potheses. Proclus, following the lcad of his more immediate predeces- 
sors, especially Syrianus, condemns this vicw as misguided. The last 
four hypotheses should not be seen as introducing new orders of real- 
ity, but rather as reflecting negatively on those set out in Hypotheses 2- 
5 (1056. 16-1057.5). 

The first of those who grasped this is a totally mysterious figure, 
whom Proclus refers to simply as “the philosopher from Rhodes” 
(1057.6). Here the knowledgeable scholiast is of no help. If we are fol- 
lowing a chronological sequence, as we seern to be, this man is a pred- 
ecessor of Plutarch of Athens and may even be seen as a sort of ‘‘miss- 
ing link’’ between the Syrian School of lamblichus and his successors, 
and the Athenian School. He presumably came to Athens from 
Rhodes, since he is described as being “from Rhodes.’ Theodorus of 
Asine might suggest himself, as being chronologically suitable (though 
not, so far as we know from Rhodes), but we know his hierarchy of 
Being (In Tim. Il, 274.16ff. = Test. 6 Deusc), and it is not reconcilable 
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with the scheme presented here. Another possible candidate would be 
the philosopher Hierius, pupil of Iamblichus, teacher of Maximus of 
Ephesus, and uncle of Libanius’ friend Aristophanes of Corinth (Or. 

14.7), who was active in the mid-fourth century, but, again, we do not 

know that Hierius had any connection with Rhodes—or that he ever 
had an original thought! However, it is curious that Plutarch of Athens 

called a son of his Hierius (Damasc. Vit. Isid. 88.122 Zintzen), which 
might betoken some spiritual connection. 

Such speculations, however, are hardly profitable. More important 
is the doctrine. The philosopher from Rhodes actually discerns ten hy- 
potheses, the last five countering the first five. Thus, the first and sixth 
concern the One, the sccond and seventh Intellect and the Intelligible, 
the third and eighth the objects of discursive intellect (ta dianoéta—pre- 
sumably the realm of Soul), the fourth and ninth the entities which fol- 
low on these (adopting the emendation perd for péy in 1057.26), and 
the fifth and tenth the Receptacle (hypodoche) of bodies, i.e. Matter. 

Proclus feels that this scheme is on the right lines, but goes wrong in 
trying to produce an hypothesis to balance the First, since that has al- 
ready shown that the One does not exist, as bcing superior to existence; 
it docs not, therefore, need to be balanced by the Fifth (this man’s 
sixth—presumably 160b5-163b5), which postulates its non-existence. 
This is more properly paired off with the Second, and one does not 
have to make artificial divisions in order to carve ten hypotheses out of 
the text (where this man made his divisions we arc not told). 

Plutarch, son of Nestorius, Proclus’ “spiritual grandfather,” im- 
proves on this theory by restoring the number of hypotheses to nine, 
and giving them cach a separate subject matter, though the last four 
present their subjects negatively, drawing absurdities from the postulate 
that the Onc does not exist (1058.21-1061.20). Plutarch sees this divi- 
sion of reality reflected also in other passages of Plato, particularly the 
Simile of the Line in the Republic. 

Syrianus accepts this scheme (1061.20-1064.12), but adds to it the re- 
markable claboration that guides Proclus through his own exposition 
of the first Hypothesis (and of the Second in the lost part of the Com- 
mentary, reflected in Books III through VI of the Platonic Theology), 
that the First and Second Hypotheses actually run through the whole: 
extent and variety of the divine world (1061.31f€.), from the intelligible 
monad down to r& xpeirrova jpav yérn, as lamblichus called them— 
daemons, heroes, and angels dependent on the divine Soul. This pre- 
postcrous notion gives occasion for much ingenuity of exegesis, as we 
shall see. 


' Butsee now n. 27 below. 
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After this extensive introduction to the hypotheses in gencral, we 
turn, with the next lemma, 137c4-5, to the introduction to the First 
Hypothesis in particular, which I have designated Section B-I of the 
Book (1064.21-1097.20). This is divided by Proclus into nine topics, 
and I have marked these off in the text by subheadings for the conven- 
ience of the reader. 

The first (1064.21-1071.8) is the skopos, the subject matter, of the 
Hypothesis. Here—after an initial dismissive glance at Origen the Pla- 
tonist, who held that the One is anhypostaton—Proclus begins by ad- 
dressing himself, at some length, to a refutation of Iamblichus’ view 
that the subject is ““God and the gods.” The One exists (sgeords, 
1066.5) but it does not possess being (ousia)—that is a property of the 
Intelligible, and of nothing higher. The One is above being—but so 
also, it is claimed, is all divinity. Iamblichus argucs that “since every 
god. qua god, is a henad (for it is this element, the One, that divinises all 
being), for this reason he thinks it right to join to the study of the First 
a discussion of all the gods; for they are all supra-essential henads, and 
transcend the multiplicity of beings, and arc the summits (akrotetes) of 
beings” (1066.22-28). 

I give this verbatim, as it is a matter of controversy whether or not 
lamblichus had a doctrine of henads—that is to say, of divine, supra- 
essential first principles of the various chains of being. Saffrey and Wes- 
terink have devoted much space to this question in the Introduction to 
volume III of their edition of the Platonic Theology (ch. 1, pp. ix-x1), 
and wish to deny, in refutation of an article of mine," that the doctrine 
of henads in its Procline form goes back further than Syrianus. 

Their argument against an lamblichcan origin for the doctrine is that 
the “gods” that Iamblichus postulates as subjects of the First Hypoth- 
esis are described by him as “‘intelligible”’ (von7oi)—at least as it would 
seem from Proclus’ criticism of his position in PT III, 23. This would 
certainly indicate that lamblichus saw no contradiction between de- 
scribing his gods as henads and as ‘‘objects of intellection,’’ which 
means that his distinction between the henadic and the noetic was not 
as rigid as that of Proclus, but it does not, I think, disprove that he had 
described some class of beings as both gods and henads. After all, lam- 
blichus’ henads are “participated” (wedexrai, 1067.3ff.), in contrast to 
the One itself, by lower orders of being, so that to that extent they 
could be described as “objects of intellection.’” Iam not satisfied that I 
have fully understood Iamblichus’ position, but | am not yet quite pre- 
pared to deny him any doctrine of henads. 


‘«““lamblichus and the Origin of the Doctrine of Henads,” Phronesis 17 (1972): 102-106 
(reprinted as Appendix B of Jamblichi Fragrnenta). 
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At any rate, Proclus condemns Iamblichus for associating these par~ 
ticipated divine entities with the One, arguing that because of their par- 
ticipated status, they could not properly be the subject of all the nega- 
tions which are here laid upon the One (1068.1ff.). Only of the One 
itself could all these attributes be denied. 

Proclus ends this scction by rejecting the doctrine, which is attrib~ 
utable both to Origen the Platonist and to Porphyry, that the One is 
the summit of the intelligible world—‘‘for this entity,” he says 
(1070.19), “is a participated henad.” It is intcresting that here he de- 
scribes the same entity, the “Father”’ of the noetic world, both as intel- 
ligible and as a henad, throwing some light, perhaps, on his use of the 
terms in his critique of Iamblichus. 

The next topic is “the type of discourse suitable to the subject,” dis- 
cussed briefly, from 1071.9-1072.18, The correct type of discourse, we 
learn, is one that will arouse the “One” of the soul to a vision of the 
One itself. This is the path of logic and syllogistic proof. 

Thirdly (1072. 19-1074.21), Proclus discusses the nature of the ne- 
gations used in the First Hypothesis. Unlike other negations, these are 
actually superior to their corresponding affirmations, since the Not- 
Being they arc describing is supcrior to Being.? 

Fourthly, and following logically upon this, he discusses the suita- 
bility of negations to the First Cause (1074.22-1077.18). Negation ofa 
characteristic, he points out, nced not simply imply lack of the char- 
acteristic concerned (as would negations applied to Matter, for in- 
stance); therc is also a “higher” type of negation, implying non-pos- 
session of an attribute of which an entity is the cause to things lower 
than it on the scale of being (as, for instance, the power of utterance and 
of silence may be applied to soul, 1076.14ff.), and this is the sense in 
which ncgations are suitable to the One. 

Proclus next tackles, as his fifth topic, an aporia which must have ex- 
ercised exegetes of the Parmenides from the beginning, to wit, why does 
Parmenides not begin with his own first principle of One Being, in- 
stead of this supra-existent Onc, the negation of his own? Proclus’ de- 
fence of this is slightly curious, since he generally scems to want to 
maintain the fiction that Plato is presenting in the Parmenides the views 
of the historical Parmenides (if one does not hold this, of course, the 
aporia ceascs to have any force). He makes the point (1078. 13ff.) that 
the Eleatic Stranger in the Sophist, who, after all, is a faithful disciple of 
Parmenides, in fact makes the same sort of criticism of the Master’s 
first principle as does ‘‘Parmenides” hcre—that a first principle which 


2 On this passage, and on 1076. 8-10 below, sce che comments of Werner Beierwaltes, 
Proklos, Grundziige, pp. 341-343. 
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was both One and Being, and a whole, could only possess one-ncss as 
an attribute, and thus not be absolutely primary. Parmenides is there- 
fore using his first principle of the Poem as a basis for ascending to the 
true first principle of all things. 

It appears from 1079.18ff. that Proclus may be countering here the 
argument of a particular predecessor, and this could be Origen the Pla- 
tonist, who is recorded at the beginning of the discussion of the subject 
matter of the hypotheses as saying that the One of the First Hypothesis 
is épyuréctarov (1064.9, cf. PT I, 4)—that is to say, that the First Hy- 
pothesis does not have a real entity as its subject. In this case, the aporia 
would be of somcthing more than historical interest, as Origen is reck- 
oned by Proclus in the Platonic Theology still to be an authority worth 
refuting by name. 

The sixth topic (1079.27-1082.19) concerns the status and purposes 
of the negations. Is it a sign of weakness peculiar to our human souls 
that we must talk of the One in such terms? No, says Proclus, even 
Soul and Intellect can only apprehend the One by supra-intellectual ne- 
gation. So it is inherent in the nature of the One, non-existent as it is, 
to be apprehended through negativity. 

The seventh problem (1083. 1-1088.3) arises from the fact that, al- 
though absolutely every attribute should be denied of the One, Par- 
menides appears to be rather selective in the First Hypothesis. This was 
plainly a long-standing aporia. Proclus first mentions, dismissively, 
those commentators who opined that what is being denicd of the One 
is the two types of quantity, the discrete and the continuous. For one 
thing, he says, Plato recogniscs more than two types of quantity (cf. 
Phil. 55e); for another, not all the attributes denied of it are quantities, 
e.g. shape, motion, rest. A second class of commentators (among 
whom we may perhaps rank the Middle Platonist Albinus, cf. n. 57 be+ 
low) try to identify Aristotle’s ten Categories here; a third scc the five 
greatest genera of the Sophist (possibly Plotinus, though he nowhere 
explicitly denies them of the Onc). To both these latter one must reply 
that they have the truth, but not the whole truth. 

Superior to these, but still not quite right, are those who point out 
that all the attributes Plato produces are true of the “‘monad’’, which I 
take here to mean the number one. In that case, they would be denied 
of it in the First Hypothesis, presumably, as only being in it xpugdéws 
(1084.12), or potentially, while in the Second Hypothesis they would 
be asserted of it for the same reason—that they are contained in it, if 
only potentially. Such an interpretation seems most suitable to a pre- 
Neoplatonic Pythagorean commentator, since Proclus indicates that 
this school of thought does not connect these two aspects of the monad 
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with Intellect and the Onc, which no one after Plotinus, one would 
think, could fail to have done. 

On the other hand, since the sequence of commentators is about to 
culminate in Syrianus, one would expect to see the views of Porphyry 
and Iamblichus criticised here somewhere. However, in this case we 
are not discussing the subject matter of the hypotheses, but simply why 
only these particular attributes are used for assertion and denial, and in 
answer to this problem Iamblichus, for instance, might well seek for a 
guiding thrcad in attributes that could be both denied and asserted of 
the unit. At any rate, of all the theories stated, this is the most likely to 
commend itself, I think, to the modern critic. 

Not so the solution of Syrianus (1085.12-1086.9), the remarkable na- 
turc of which I have alluded to previously, in connection with the sub- 
ject matter of the Second Hypothesis. He came to the conclusion, we. 
recall, that the key to the selection of attributes by Plato was that each 
of them symbolised a type of intelligible being, and this is the guiding 
principle of his, and Proclus', exegesis of the first two hypotheses. 

The cighth topic for discussion (1088.4-1089. 16) is the rationale be- 
hind the order of the negations. This leads on from the previous ques- 
tion, especially if Syrianus’ theory be accepted. Why, for a start, does 
Parmenides begin by denying plurality of the One, and only finally 
deny Being of it, though Being might seem the “noblest” or mast es- 
sential attribute? Because, says Proclus (1089.2ff.), ‘in the case of ne- 
gations, one should proceed from the most alien, and through these 
demonstrate that the less alien do not follow from the hypothesis”— 
and the most alien thing from One is Many. 

The ninth, and final, topic (1089.17-1092. 15) arises directly out of 
the eighth. What, asks Proclus, is it that is denied of the One first? Ob- 
viously, it is ‘‘many,” but what preciscly is this “‘many”? Some com- 
mentators assert that it is “the many at every level” (ta mavtaxov 
mohAd&), that is. both intelligible and sensible multiplicity. The problem 
with that, though, is that “many” is attributed to the One in the Sec- 
ond Hypothesis, and that cannot include sensible multiplicity. 

We have two scts of commentators after this, the latter of whom is 
then modified in a manner redolent of Syrianus or Proclus himself, 
lending likelihood to the conjecture that they are Porphyry and Iam- 
blichus. The first set of commentators might then be indefinite Middle 
Platonists, criticised by Porphyry. The former commentator (Por- 
phyry?) declares that what is denied of the One here is the intellectual 
multiplicity (75 vospdv 7A 780s). Proctus criticises this as too vague. If 
it is meant to include the intelligible as well as the intellectual level, well 
and good, but he should have said so; whereas if noeron is used in the 
strict sense, as pertaining to Intellect, as opposed to Life or Being, then 
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it is simply wrong. It is not quite clear, I think, chat Porphyry con- 
trasted “noctic’”’ and “noeric” in the technical sense observed by Iam- 
blichus and those after him, so Proclus’ criticism here may be simply 
anachronistic. At any rate, the second commentator (Iamblichus?) ex- 
plicitly distinguishes the intelligible from the intellectual level of mul- 
tiplicity (probably deliberately contradicting Porphyry), and declares 
that it is specifically the former which is denicd of the One, as coming 
next after it. Proclus accepts this view, simply adding the reminder 
(following Syrianus) that there are many taxeis in the intelligible 
realm—three triads of them, indeed, each presided over by a henad— 
as well as many at thc intelligible-and-intellcctual level, and all these are 
implicit in “Many.” (In the parallel passage of PT II, 12, p. 66 S-W we 
learn that this Many is actually the summit of the intelligible-and-in- 
tellectual realm.) 

So ends this lengthy introductory passage, after which we turn to the 
consideration of the text (Section B-II). Proclus continucs with some 
comments on the text of the first lemma (we may note here a particu- 
larly: clear distinction being made between theoria and lexis at 1092.16- 
18), which stretches from 1092.16 to 1097.20. Proclus notes first that 
Parmenides adduces no proof for the proposition that the Onc is not 
many, since that is a koiné ennoia and docs not require proof. Proclus 
then enunciates the basic (Aristotelian) dictum that “the beginning of 
every process of proof must be the indemonstrable (76 dvamddeexror, 
An.. Post. 1, 2), and common intuitions (kowed Evvorer) must come be- 
fore demonstrations, as the gcometers also asscrt’’ (1092.27-30). All of 
which does not, however, prevent him from producing a sort of proof, 
to the effect that whatever is primally anything has no truck whatever 
with its opposite; but this is really just an analysis of what it means to 
be primally or absolutely anything as being the first causc of that qual- 
ity, be it oneness or beauty or existence, in the rest of the world. 

He goes on from this (1093.17ff.) to address again the problem al- 
teady raised in the fifth aporia abovc—what sort of One Parmenides is 
assuming when he says “If Onc exists.”’ Not the One of his Pocm, nec- 
essarily, since that is One-Being, and One-Being is “many.” Proclus” 
answer is, of course, the same as before: Parmenides is using his own 
first principle as a starting-point for ascent to the truly One. 

After a brief commendation of the anagogic quality of the initial elev 
of the Hypothesis, he goes on (1095. 2ff.) to raise the aporia—why, only 
in the case of the first negation, that of “many,” Parmenides docs not 
emancipate the One from its opposite as well, namely ‘‘onc,’’ even as 
he frees it from both sameness and otherness, for example, or “whole” 
and “having parts.’’ He answers this, as so often, first on the logical, 
and then on the metaphysical (apaypareusdns) level. Logically, he is 
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beginning from koinai ennoiai, and while the proposition that the One 
is not many is common sense, the proposition that the One is not one 
is not immediately obvious. So we must work up to that at the end, in 
141e. 

On the metaphysical level, Proclus appears rather to miss the point, 
or at least to Icave it bchind. He points out that the One here is not the 
One opposed to the Many, since that is involved with multiplicity, 
even as,say, Sameness is involved with Otherness. Quite so, but why, 
the aporia asks, does he not deny that ‘‘one”’ of it, at the same time as 
denying ‘“‘many”’ of it? In fact, Proclus’ first answer serves very well; it 
is not intuitively obvious that the One is not one, and it would abort 
the whole course of the hypothesis to demonstrate it at this point. 

The next section concerns the denial to the Onc of part and whole 
(137c5-d3). It runs from 1097.28 to 1110.15, and is divided into two 
lemmata. (In PT'II, 12, p. 66, 20ff. S-W, “‘whole and part’’ are associ- 
ated with the middle triad of the intelligible-and-intellectual gods, but 
that is not made clear here.) Proclus begins, on the level of logic, with 
the observation, ultimately derived from Aristotlc,? that when a syl- 
logism derives the validity of the negation of the consequent from the 
negation of the premise, the premise is the more general concept 
(1098. 5ff.). He follows this with the principle (morc metaphysical than 
logical, one would think) that everything which is morc comprehen- 
sive in its power than somcthing clse is ncarer than that thing to the 
One (1098.29ff.). The purpose of adducing this pair of principles is to 
show the logical correctness of Parmenides’ deriving the morc partic- 
ular denial of part and whole from the more general details of multi- 
plicity. 

All this is on the logical level, though. The consideration of ta prag- 
mata, or metaphysical realities, only begins at 1100.12. He begins with 
the proposition that every “‘many’”’ derives from the Onc as its cause. 
If we trace any multiplicity, even the multiplicity of henads, back to its 
primary cause, we arrive at the One. Whole and parts, on the other 
hand, are proper to the realm of Being, not of the One (1101.8f£.). The 
One Being, as we hear in the Second Hypothesis, is a whole and has 
parts. The One, therefore, is beyond ‘‘whole” and “part,” as it is be- 
yond all things essential (odex3y), and even unitary (éveeia). Further- 
more, “many” is also prior to “wholc” and “part,” because each of 
them is in a way many, but the primary Many participates only in the 
One (1101. 36ff.). 

Proclus here seems to be expatiating on the obvious at tedious 
length, but he plainly takes great delight in showing the logical sound- 


5 CF. Topics VI, 4.141 b28f6; Met. K, 1.1059b30fF. Suvavecpeiy is the technical term. 
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ness of Parmenides’ procedure. The discussion of the proof continues 
to 1103.10. He then ends the lemma with two remarks, only the second 
of which need detain us. The question had, it seems, been raised as to 
whether Parmenides is denying these attributes of the One in relation to 
itself, or in relation to others. At least one previous commentator had ar- 
gued for the latter alternative, as “many” and all subsequent attributes 
are other than the One, but this, Proclus argues, misunderstands Plato’s 
procedure, which passes from what is not true of the One in relation to 
itself to what is not truc both in relation to itself and to others (‘same’, 
‘different’, ‘like’, ‘unlike’, ‘in contact’, ‘apart’), and finally to what is 
not true in relation to others (‘expressible’, ‘opinable’, ‘knowable’, 
etc.): “So, when he says the One is not many, he is not saying that the 
Others besides the One are not the One, as though he were denying 
those of the one, but he is merely saying that it docs not possess mul- 
uiplicity in itself, and that the One is not, together with being One, also 
Many, but that it is solely One and essentially One, pure of all multi- 
plicity”’ (1104.6-11). 

He begins the second lemma, after a summary of thc logical form of 
the proof, by calling attention to the distinction between being partless 
(@uepés) and not having parts, only the latter condition being proper to 
the One. The problem is that the highest level of Forms can be de- 
scribed as “‘partless’-—what Plato in the Timaeus (35a1) calls ameriston. 
The ‘fact that he describes the Onc as ameres in the Sophist (245a8) does 
not bother Proclus. This merely indicates that all that has no parts is 
also partless, but it is still crue that not all that is partless has no parts 
(1105. 9f€.). The point, after all, is partless, but it is made up of certain 
elements (the components of its definition) which may count as parts; 
and the monad similarly. Only the Once has not even any components 
which would make up a definition, and so no “parts” whatever. 

This, on the other hand, must not lead us to regard the subject of the 
First Hypothesis as absolutely non-cxistent, as do some commentators 
(1105.32ff.). Normally one would expect such criticism to be directed 
against Origen the Platonist, but the culprit or culprits in this case 
sound distinctly Neoplatonist, and would more naturally be identified 
with Porphyry and Iamblichus, as I hope to show. 

At any rate, these authorities feel that one should attach some “‘na- 
ture and characteristic’ (gvoxs kai iStérns) to the One. To do this, the 
first authority postulates, above Nous, something called nodtés, “intcl- 
lectuality,”’ envisaged as being something “‘simpler” (dsAovcrepa) 
than, and presumably causative of, Nous; above this, to nooun (with the 
sense, Proclus is careful to explain, not of “intelligising,”” but rather of 
causing intellection, and thus more properly from vedw rather than from 
voéw!); and above this in turn, fo noéma, which he claims to be primal. 


395 


BOOK VI 


More remarkable still, this person postulates prior to cach of the Forms 
a causative entity of the same type (with ending in -dma), and declares 
that all these are hen (“one,” or ‘a One”), though what precisely he 
means by that is not clear to Proclus. Are they just different aspects of 
the One, or are they intended to introduce a real multiplicity into the 
realm of the One? Either way there are difficulties. 

Pierre Hadot, in Porphyre et Victorinus (1, 355-375), provides a most 
useful discussion of this passage, and attributes the above doctrine, 
with great plausibility, to Porphyry. Where I am unwilling to follow 
him, however, is in his desirc to attribute all the subsequent views re- 
ported here to Porphyry as well. Marius Victorinus does, admittedly, 
seem to make usc of all three doctrines. The passage Hadot adduces for 
the third (Adv. Ar. IV, 23.27-34) propounds the remarkable view that 
the One possesses praeexistentia, praeviventia, praecognoscentia (which 
should be translations of a serics of remarkable neologisms—poovcia, 
mpolworns. mpovodrns), and these seem to answer pretty well to the 
“causes” of Being, Life, and Intellect which the third authority postu- 
lates within the One (see below). But if these are all Porphyry, then 
Proclus is presenting them in a most misleading manner. The alterna- 
tive is that Victorinus had somc access to other Neoplatonists than Por- 
phyry, such as Theodorus of Asinc or Iamblichus, though there is, un- 
fortunatcly, no evidence of this. 

Atany rate, the next authority (1106.33f£.), wants to make a distinc- 
tion between God and the state of “being God”’ (74 de@ eivar), the lat- 
ter being the proper designation of the Onc (cf. Victorinus, Adv: Ar. I, 
33.4-9). Proclus objects strongly to this, on the grounds that Plato de- 
nies Being (&orw) of the One, but this is not quite giving credit to the 
intentions of the author of the doctrine, who presumably meant his 
(Aristotclian) formulation to signify “god-ness,” without particular 
emphasis on being. Morc cogent is the argument that in the case of not 
composite, immaterial entities, there can be no valid distinction be- 
tween ‘x’ and ‘being x’. 

Since I would prefer to claim the next authority after this as lambli- 
chus, I have no convincing suggestion as to who this commentator 
may be, except that he is presented by Proclus as being different from 
the previous onc. He could be Amclius, or Theodorus of Asine—or the 
first could actually be Amclius, and this one Porphyry. All that seems. 
clear is that Victorinus knows both formulations, and that Proclus pre- 
sents them here as distinct doctrines. 

The third authority (1107.9ff.), whose terminology I find distinctly 
reminiscent of Iamblichus (sce n. 90 to Book V1, below), wishes the 
One to contain within itself, in an incomprehensible way, the causal 
principles of Being, Life, and Intellect, and indeed of all the Forms, 35 
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“paradigms prior to paradigms,” itself being “a whole prior to 
wholes,” without need of parts. Proclus dismisses this sort of talk as 
being a needless duplication of reality, issuing in an infinite regress, 
since all multiplicity of whatever kind must be preceded by a One (al- 
though one might argue that what this authority is postulating are re- 
markably akin to henads!). 

Better, be says in conclusion (1108. 19ff.), to rest content with the nc- 
gations, as being the only correct way of expressing the One’s tran- 
scendent superiority. Not even the cpithet autotheos (1108.36-37) is ad- 
equate to describe it. We might, cautiously, term it “the fount of all 
divinity” (any Yedrntos raons), but even then we are not saying what 
it is in itself, but only describing its relation to. what follows it. 

Having settled this question, he turns briefly to the lexis (1109. 20fE.) 
simply pointing out that the negations here (and particularly the use of 
dei in connection with them) are not privative, but rather indicate su- 
periority to the corresponding assertions. 

The latter part of Book VI is devoted to the section 137d4-38a1, 
which denies of the Onc (a) beginning, middle and end, and (b) shape, 
both straight and round. It is divided into five lemmata, and runs from 
1110.16 to 1134.12. 

We lear from the Platonic Theology (Il, 12, p. 67, 14£f. S-W) that this 
is the third triad of the intelligible-intellectual realm, and indeed that 
Proclus sees each member of the triad represented, respectively, by 
“beginning, middle and end,” “‘limits” and ‘‘shape,” but once again, 
these distinctions are less than clear here. 

Proclus begins by demonstrating that ‘having beginning, middle 
and end” is symbolic of a more partial rank of beings than simply hav- 
ing parts, since one can have a being which has just two parts, such as 
the Dyad. 

He notices next (1111.23¢f.) a tendentious aporia, which challenges 
Parmenides’ assumption that everything which has a beginning, mid- 
dle, and end has these as parts of itself. A line, after all, begins and ends 
ina point, but the points cannot be parts of the linc, for nothing which 
has a limit has an unlimited number of parts; but points are unlimited, 
so'the line cannot be made up of points as parts, although they consti- 
tute its beginning and end. Proclus’ first response is that such an argu- 
ment is irrelevant to the One (or to any immaterial being), which, if it 
had anything analogous to a beginning, middle, or end, would have 
them as parts—and further, if anything has limits at all, it will inevita- 
bly have parts which are bounded by such limits. His second response 
(1112. 23ff.) is to declare the term “‘part’’ (4épos) to be ambiguous, hav- 
ing at least three senses: (1) that which mirrors the composition of the 
whole of which it is a part-—a “homoeomer,” one might say; (2) a non- 
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homogeneous part, as, for instance, dianoia and doxa are of the soul; and 
(3), in general, “anything that is in any way linked with other things 
for the completion of some one entity”—the sense in which we are 
“‘parts’’ of the universe. All of these senses of “part,” he says, are here 
being denied of the One. 

A second aporia is raised (1113.33ff.) by those who adduce the well- 
known passage of the Laws (IV, 715e), where the Athenian Stranger 
says that God “possesses the beginning and middle and end of all ex- 
istent things,” which would appear to be in contradiction to the present 
passage. Before giving his own (or Syrianus’) solution, Proclus men- 
tions two earlier essays at solution. Normally, one would assume Por- 
phyry and Iamblichus, in that order, but the first (1114. 1-5) seems from 
the terminology very like something that Iamblichus would say (seen. 
92 below), that the One docs in a sense possess beginning, middle, and 
end, but possesses them xpuyiws (a Chaldaean term), and in a way in- 
conceivable to us. This suggestion Proclus has little use for, but the sec- 
ond he treats morc politely (1114.20ff.), and for this reason I would 
conjecture that it is that of Plutarch of Athens. This suggests that Plato 
in the Laws passage is referring, not to the primal God, but to the Dem- 
iurge. Proclus does not reject this suggestion outright, but prefers the 
solution of Syrianus (1114.35ff.) that we must distinguish between de- 
scriptions of the Once in relation to itselfand in relation to others. Itis in the 
lattcr sense that Plato is giving this description in the Laws, and also in 
the Second Letter (312c), while here the One is being described in rela- 
tion to itself. A good example of Syrianus’ creative exegesis! 

The next lemma, 137d6-8 (1116.21-1124.37), concernis the denial to 
the One of Limit (zrépas), consequent on its having no beginning, mid- 
dic, or end. Proclus begins by reminding us once again of the orderli- 
ness of Plato’s argument, and then is stimulated by the question “in 
what sense the Onc is unlimited” into an extended discussion of Limit 
and Unlimitedness, showing how they pervade reality at all levels 
(1118.9-1124.37), which becomes almost a brief sketch of his philo- 
sophical system (although, as so often, the doctrine is actually that of 
Synianus, cf. 1118.35-36). 

He discerns ten levels in the universe at which first Unlimitedness, 
and then Limit, are manifested, and describes their characteristics in 
turn. From Limit and the Unlimited themselves, through Eternity, In- 
tellect, Soul, Time, the revolution of the acther, forms-in-matter, 
quantity and quality in the material realm, unqualified body, and Mat- 
ter, both informed and formless, all things partake in Limit and Unlim- 
itedness. Where does this leave the One (1123.22ff.)? If it were unlim- 
ited in any sense proper to existent things, one would also have to term 
it ‘not unlimited,” as not being exempted from both sides of the antith- 
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esis. It can only be “unlimited” as not having any final cause which 
would limit it, and so being outside the whole “‘chain’’ (vetpa) of Limit 
(1124, 15). 

The next lemma (137d8-c1) concerns the denial to the One of shape, 
both the straight and the curved or round (ozpoyyddAor). Proclus makes 
much of the fact (1126.6ff.) that Plato says, not “‘is neither straight nor 
carved,” but “‘partakes neither of the straight nor the curved”’—the lat- 
ter expression, he claims, as against the former, also implying posses- 
sion of no intermediate kind of shape (assuming that intermediate 
stages on a spectrum “partake of”’ the extremes in some proportion, as 
all colours are regarded as partaking of white and black). Again, he is 
able to maintain (1126.31ff.) that “having shape” is a more restricted 
category than having ends and middle, since things can have ends and 
middle without having shape—lines, for instance, time, number, or 
motion. This, then, preserves the progression from more general to 
more particular. 

He then (1127.26ff.) notices an aporia arising from the Phaedrus 
(2476-7): Is the One “without shape” in the same sense as the ‘‘supra- 
celestial place’’ of the myth? Plainly it must be in a different sense. Of 
the hyperouranios topos, after all, he has denied some attributes, but he 
asserts others (e.g. it is the ‘“helmsman of the soul’), whcreas of the 
One he denies all attributes. Also, we must note that the former entity 
is described as “shapcless,” while the One is said to be “partaking in no 
shape,” a more absolute denial of all shape, even “intelligible shape.” 

The fourth lemma (137e1-4), running from 1129.22 to 1132.29, 
raises the question in what sense one should take “straight”? and 
“round” (ozpoyydAov now seems to take on this sense, rather than 
“curved’”’). The answer is that “‘straight” refers to procession, and 
“round” to return. Since the One ncither proceeds from itself nor re- 
turns to itself, it has no part in the straight or the round. 

The fifth lemma (137e5-138a1), running from 1132.36 to 1134.12, 
briefly summarises the coursc of the argument and reminds us how far 
down the scale of Being we have reached, to wit, through the intclli- 
gible-intellectual realm, the role of which is to link the intelligible to 
the intellectual proper. The ramifications of the latter we will mect in 
the next Book. 
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A. GENERAL INTRODUCTION TO THE 
HYPOTHESES 


“Well then,” said Parmenides, “if there is a One, of course the One 
would not be many.” “How could it?” “So there cannot be any parts of 
it, nor can it be a whole.” “Obviously.” (137c) 


The first question to be considered, making a new beginning to our 
enquiry, is how Parmenides came to establish the number of the hy- 
potheses as he did. For whether there are four, or six, or eight, or nine, 
or ten, it is worth seeing how this number arose. For one might first 
raise the logical question as to whether the majority of the other hy- 
potheses are not redundant, and contribute nothing to the advertised 
method. Deriving from this, we have, if anything, two hypotheses 
only: “If there is a One,” and “If there is not, what follows?” More 
than this there arc not, if we remember the canons we laid down. How, 
then, have so many arisen instcad of two? 


(i) On the Number of the Hypotheses 


I wish to answer this question first, and only then to deal with the 
metaphysical realitics. | would maintain that the number of the hy- 
pothescs is revealed clearly to be in accord with the defining terms on 
which the hypothesis is based. For if, on the one hand, the One exists, 
five hypotheses would arise in virtuc of the different natures of the 
One—a fact that we have indicated previously.’ If, on the other hand, 
it does not exist, four would arise, in virtue of the different concepts of 
Not-Bcing. For “One” has three senses—one as superior to Being, an- 
other as coordinate with Being, and another as inferior to Being. “Not- 
Being,” likewise, has two senses—one as Absolute Not-Being, the 
other as that which exists in one way and not in another. Necessarily, 


1 Cf. above, 1035.6ff. 
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then, the argument, proceeding in accordance with all the senses of 
these two defining terms, causes the hypotheses to proliferate. In the 
First Hypothesis it enquircs into the rclations of the Onc superior to 
Being to itself, and to all other things, in the Second, those of the One 
coordinate with Being; in the Third, the relations of the One inferior 
to Being to itsclf and other things; in the Fourth, what are the relations 
of the others which participate in thc One to themselves and to the 
One; in the Fifth, what relations the others which do not participate in 
the One have to themselves and to the One. In the Sixth Hypothesis, 
we investigate the relations of the One, if it docs not exist, in the sense 
of existing in one way and not in another, to itself and to other things; 
in the Seventh, the relations of the One, if it docs not exist, in the sense 
of absolute non-existence, towards itself and others; in the Eighth, the 
relations of the others to themsclves and to the One, when taken as 
non-existent. in the sense of existing in one way and not in another; in 
the Ninth, the relations of the others to themselves and to the One, 
when taken as absolutely non-cxistent. 

And so the procedure attains its fulfillment in this Hypothesis, hav- 
ing gone through all the senses of both One and Not-Being, and hav- 
ing by means of all of them brought to completion its investigations, 
arranged in nine hypotheses. For it was impossible for all the affirma- 
tive and negative and both affirmative and negative propositions to be 
true of the One taken in only one sense—for example, the proposition 
that the One is ncither the same nor different; and again, that it is both 
the same and different, and once again, that it is both the same and not 
the same, different and not different. So then, anyone who wants to 
draw all these conclusions about the same subject is truly engaged in 
idle sport, and is “pursuing a game proper” not “to old men’”? but to 
children, when indulging in that. If in fact all the propositions are to 
come out true, such as are concluded about the Onc on the assumption 
of its existence, following necessarily on the existence of the One, so 
that what follows from the non-existence of the Onc is false (for it is 
impossible either for true conclusions to follow from both sides of a 
contradiction, or for contradictory propositions to be truc of the same 
thing, unlcss the conclusions are necessarily true of different things in 
each case), it is plain, surely, that the One must be taken in a variety of 
senses, in order that the ncgative propositions may be truc of one, and 
the affirmative of another, necessarily following in each case from the 
postulation of the One. And in this way the multiplicity of the hy- 


? A reference to Laws III, 685a, ratlovras tavdian mpscfureKiy owdpova. The word 
G6upeiv used just before (‘‘engage in idle sport’), originally Homeric (Iliad 15.364), and 
otherwise poetical, may be for Proclus a vox Platonica (cf. Laws VI, 796b, and above, 
Book V, 982.16). 
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pothescs may be brought into unities, even though they are all about 
the Parmenidcan One, according as the argument considers it as One 
or as Being or simultaneously as One and as Being, making different 
inferences in each case. And again, when the One is postulated as not 
existing, whether we take it as the non-existent in some sense or as the 
absolutely non-existent, and draw impossible conclusions in both cases 
by means of all these bringing up to nine the number of the hypotheses, 
as we set out already. 

It is clear, then, that the One has three senses, either the One pure and 
simple, or that which is participated in by Being, but remains inde- 
pendent, or that which is participated in, but as an inhering character- 
istic. For of Intellect also we have the unparticipated, thc participated 
but essential, and the participated but as a state (of the recipient); sepa- 
rate from its participants, and the inseparably participated. All these 
senses, both of Intellect and of Soul, are set out by him distinctly in the 
Timaeus.> Further, that Not-Being also has two senses, either the non- 
existent in some sense or the absolutely non-existent, he himself has 
made clear in the Republic.4 So that if the onc has three senscs and the 
other two, it is reasonable that such should be the number of the hy- 
potheses. For the Others, when one postulates that the One cxists, 
must have two possibilities, either to participate in the One or not; and 
again, when one postulates that it docs not exist, two possibilities, 
either being other than the One which cxists to some extent, or to the 
One which in no way exists, and having either that which is in some 
way existent and one, or that which is in no way one. So that the num- 
ber of the hypotheses would necessarily be nine. 

That this is the number of the hypotheses has been sufficiently con- 
firmed also by those who have paid attention only to the logical aspect 
of the dialogue and have, as it were, chased after the traces of Plato’s 
arguments. For from these very traces, as one might term them, our 
predeccssors did not fail to grasp the true position of the philosopher 
and the serious structure of the work. I need hardly labour the point. 
The philosopher himself will make clear to us the division, when we 
enter upon the study of his actual words; since of those who have either 
contracted or extended the number of hypotheses incorrectly, the one 
set have confused distinct ones, while the other set have split up ones 
that are unitary and dependent on a single first principle. Let us, how- 
ever, abide by these defining terms, and declare the hypotheses to be 
just so many as we think that Plato himself will acquaint us with as the 


1 Cf. Proclus’ discussion in In Tim, II. 250.22f€. (on Tim. 36c). 
4 Presumably a reference to Book V, 478bff. 
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argument proceeds. For one should not take one’s principle of division 
from anywhere clse but the text before us. 

There are, then, nine hypotheses, the total being arrived at according 
to the principle, outlined above, of the different senscs of One and Not- 
Being. So for the purpose of the present enquiry there is no need to say 
more, but what has been said already is sufficient for the logical study 
of the subject matter. However, there have been in the past some com- 
mentators, very much concerned with the reality behind the text, who 
do not accept that there area plurality of hypotheses, nor in general that 
the manifold and various conclusions concern a plurality of different 
subjects, but they ask whether one and the same sense of One is to be 
assumed in all the hypotheses, or not one, but different senses in each. 
If the One were to be taken in only one sense, then there would not be 
a number of hypotheses, but only one (for there should be one hypoth- 
esis for each subject), and the dialogue is not about first principles, as 
you claim (they would say), but about the first principle; for the One 
which is the subject of discussion is a first principle and certainly not a 
number of first principles. If, on the other hand, the One has various 
senses, and he is weaving together his conclusions about different en- 
tities at different stages, and varying his hypotheses, he is failing of the 
object of the declared method. For the task was to examine the conse- 
quences of postulating and denying one and the same thing, not to 
jump from one sense of the word to another. 


(ii) On Principles and the First Principle: Doctrine of Henads 


So then, as I said, this line of enquiry is more concerned with the un- 
derlying realities, while the previous one is of a more logical nature. 
But before I turn to its refutation, I must say a few words about the first 
principle, such as will suffice for the clucidation of our present prob- 
lem. When we say that the One is the first principle of things existent 
and non-existent (since being unified is for all things a good and indeed 
the greatest of goods, while to be sundered completely from the One> 
is an evil and the ultimate of evils; for such a separation becomes the 
cause of Unlikeness and disconnectedness and of departure from the 
natural state), the first principle of everything, then, as being the pro- 
vider to all things of the greatest of goods, we term unifier of all and 
for this reason One, and hence we say also that cvery principle, in so 
far as it has a share of this honour among beings, is a henad of some 
class and the most unitary of things in cach class. First of all, we place 


5 The mavezémrav of the Greek MSS is a mirage. Moerbeke ere omniquaque ab uno, 
which confirms Taylor’s exccllent suggestion of tavrehas rou Eves 
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this entity which has the status of principle, not on the level of parts, 
but of whole, nor in any single one of the Many, but in the monads 
which hold together the multiplicity, and further, among those mo- 


nads, we see as being particularly in the summits that which is most 


unitary in them, in so far as these are themselves united to the One and 
are divinised and do not depart from that single first principle. As for 
instance*—to transfer our discussion to the realitics themselves—we 
see many causes of light, some in the heavens, others below the moon; 
for different types of light arc projected into this realm in various ways 
from material fire and from the moon and from the other stars. But if 
one were to enquire after the single monad of all the light in the cos- 
mos, from which all the other objects derive which are lighted or pro- 
ductive of light, he will not fix upon any other candidate for this than 
this visible circuit of the sun. For this entity, procecding forth from 
some higher level, from the “hidden”, as they call it (Or. Chald. fr. 
148), and supracosmic realm, has distributed to all the cosmic entities 
the light that is suitable to them. Or where else would both the heav- 
enly bodies and the lightlessness of Matter derive their share of light? 
Well then, are we to call this visible body a first principle of light? But 
it is spatially extended and divisible, and projects different light from 
each separate part of it. We, however, are secking the single principle 
of light. Perhaps, then, it is the soul, which “‘leads the body to exist- 
ence”’ (Laws X, 899a), that we may take to be the generative principle 
of light? This generates light, certainly, but not primally; for it is itself 
a multiplicity, while light gives the impression of arising from a simple 
and unitary source. Perhaps, then, it is Intellect, the causal principle of 
Soul? But this too, though it is more unified than Soul, is not yet a first 
principle in the proper and primal sense. What is left, then, is for the 
One, the cause of existence and, as it were, the ‘flower’ of this Intel- 
lect, to be the first principle of this light also; for this is the true sun 
“ruling in the visible realm” (Rep. VI, 509d), “‘offspring of the Good” 
(ibid. 507a). Every henad derives from this source, and every divinity 
from the henad of henads and the fount of gods. And even as that is the 
first principle of light there in the intelligible realm, so the henad of the 
solar order is the first principle of light here in the visible realm; so that 
if one is to choose one single cause and principle of all light in the cos- 
mos, one must take this henad, analogous as it is to the One, estab- 
lished hidden within it and never departing from it. Since this henad is 

* The passage from 1043.30 to 1049.37, which expounds Proclus’ doctrine of henads, 
has been translated and discussed by Saffrey and Westerink in the preface to vol. INI of 
their Budé edition of PT, pp. 1x-Ixxii- 


* "Av6os, a Chaldaean term (Or. Chald, fr. 1.1, ctc.), anach used by Proclus, e.g. le 
Tim. 1, 419.9, and III, 118.26; In Crat. 47.15ff.: PT 13, p. 15.3f6. S-W. 
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established above the solar intellect, there is also in Intellect, in so far as 
it is Intellect, the One participated in by it, like a seed sown in it, 
through which it is joined to the henadic realm; and not only in it, but 
in the solar Soul as well. For this too is drawn up to it in virtue of its 
own One, through the mediation of the One in Intellect. In the same 
way even in the solar body there is at least some echo of it; for this too 
must participate in what is above it, in Soul by virtue of the life that is 
sown into it, in Intellect by virtue of its form, and in the henad by vir- 
tue of the unity in it, since Soul too participates.in both Intellect and the 
henad, and things participated in are different from what participates in 
them; you might actually say that the immediate cause of the solar light 
is this one, which it possesses through its participation in that henad. 

Even thus, if we were to seek for the root, as it were, of all bodics, 
from which have sprouted all those both in the heaven and beneath the 
moon, both wholes and parts, we would not unreasonably say that this 
was Nature, which is the principle of motion and rest for all bodies, 
established in the things themselves that move and arc at rest (I mean 
by Nature the single life that permeates the whole cosmos, participat- 
ing after Intellect and Soul, and by means of Intellect and Soul, in 
unity).® This we would say is the principle, rather than any of the many 
particular things. And yet not even this is a principle in the true sense; 
for it has a multiplicity of powers, and by means of diffcrent ones it 
controls different parts of the universe. However, we arc at present 
seeking the single common first principle of all things, not a multiplic- 
ity of separate principles. But if we are to discover that single first prin- 
ciple, we must ascend to the most unitary element of Nature and its 
‘flower,’ in virtue of which Nature also is a god, which is dependent 
upon its own fount, and which holds together the universe and unifies 
it and tenders it sympathetic with itself. That, then, is the One, the first 
principle of all generation both for the manifold powers of Nature, and 
for particular natures, and for all those things under the sway of Na- 
ture. 

Thirdly, we may take the case of knowledge. We say that there is a 
first principle of knowledge, by which we certainly do not mean imag- 
ination and sense-perception. For there is no object of knowledge in 
these that is partless and immaterial and without shape. Nor yet will we 
call knowledge derived from opinion and discursive intellection a first 
principle. For the former kind does not have knowledge of causes, but 
is irrational, as Diotima says (Symp. 202a); for it only investigates the 
fact of things. The latter, again, even if it knows the cause also, yet it 
grasps facts part by part, and does not comprehend the whole, nor the 


* Reading évaceus, with $-W (PT II], p. xii), for yevéoews of MSS. 
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eternal and invariable aspect of reality, nor the simultancous and non- 
composite and simple. So these likewise are not to be postulated as first 
principles of knowledge. Might intuitive intellect, then, be the first 
principle of knowledge? The knowledge inherent in it, after all, is si- 
multaneously omnipresent and non-transitive and incessant and part- 
less. If the knowledge of intuitive intellect were without multiplicity, 
so as to be totally non-multiple and one, perhaps we would have pos- 
tulated it as the first principle of knowledge. Since, however, it is not 
only one, but also variegated, and there are a multiplicity of intellec- 
tions within it, and that which is the intellection of something else is 
not necessarily also that of the rest of the objects of intellection (for as 
intelligible objects are distinguished from one another, so too are intel- 
lections), necessarily none of these are the first principle of knowledge; 
for they are all equally intellections. 

If, however, we are to state the single principle of knowledge, we 
must fix upon the One, which generates Intellect and all the knowledge 
both within it and what is scen on the secondary levels of being. For 
this, transcending the Many as it does, is the first principle of knowl- 
edge for them, and is not the same as them, as is Sameness in the intel- 
ligible realm. ‘This is coordinate with its Otherness and inferior to 
Being. The One, on the other hand, is beyond intellectual Being and 
grants coherence to it, and for this reason the One is God and so is In- 
tellect, but not by reason of Sameness nor Being. And in general Intel- 
lect is not god qua Intellect; for even the particular intellect is an intel- 
lect, but is not a god. Also, it is the proper role of Intellect to 
contemplate and intelligise and judge true being; but of God to unify, 
to generate, to exercise providence, and suchlike. By virtue of that as- 
pect of itself which is not intellect, the Intellect is God;? and by virtue 
of that aspect of itself which is not God, the god in it is Intellect. The 
divine Intellect, as a whole, is an intcllectual essence along with its own 
summit and its proper unity, knowing itself in so far as it is intellectual, 
but being “intoxicated on nectar,”’ as has been said,!° and generating 
the whole of cognition, in so far as it is the ‘flower’ of the Intellect and 
a supra-essential henad. 

So, once again, in seeking the first principle of knowledge, we have 
ascended to the Onc. And not in the case of these only, but in every 
other case we would likewise discover the monads being the most 
proper principles of things; for everywhere the first principle is the 
One. It would be about this first principle that Socrates in the Phaedrus 
is speaking when he says (245d), “the first principle is ungenerated.” 

5 Cf. ET, props. 120 and 134. 


© Cf. Enn. VI, 7.35, where we find the reference to “intoxication with nectar”; PTI, 
14, p. 67.2-5 S-W; and below, 1080.10-11. 
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For if it is impossible for any species to be wholly extinguished, far 
more so, surely, is it necessary that the single first principle of cach of 
them should be preserved and remain eternally, in order that around it 
there should come into existence the whole multiplicity which pro- 
ceeds properly from each one. 

[t is the same to say “henad” as to say “‘first principle,” if in fact the 
first principle is in all cases the most unificatory element. So anyone 
who is talking about the One in any respect would then be discoursing 
about first principles, and it would then make no difference whether 
one said that the thesis of the dialogue was about first principles or 
about the One. Those men of old,'! too, decided to term incorporeal 
essence as a whole “‘One,”’ and the corporeal and in general the divisi- 
ble, “Others”; so that in whatever sense you took the One, you would 
not deviate from the contemplation of incorporeal substances and the 
ruling henads; for all the henads arc in each other and are united with 
each other, and their unity is far greater than the community and samc- 
ness among beings. In these too there is compounding of Forms, and 
likeness and friendship and participation in one another; but the unity 
of those former entities, inasmuch as it is a unity of henads, is far more 
unitary and ineffable and unsurpassable; for they are all in all of them, 
which is not the case with the Forms. These are participated in by cach 
other, but they are not all in all. And yet, in spite of this degree of unity 
in that realm, how marvellous and unmixed is their purity, and the in- 
dividuality of each of them is a much more perfect thing than the other- 
ness of the Forms, preserving as it docs unmixed all the divine entities 
and their proper powers distinct, with the result that there is a distinc- 
tion between the more general and more particular, berween those as- 
sociated with Continuance, with Progression and with Return, be- 
tween those concerned with gencration, with induction to the higher, 
and with demiurgic administration, and in general the particular char- 
acteristics are preserved of those gods who are respectively cohesive, 
completive, demiurgic, assimilative, or any of the other characteristics 
of theirs which our tradition celebrates. ! 

Whereas, then, there exists there both indescribable unity and yet the 
distinctness of each characteristic (for all the henads are in all, and yet 
each is distinct), we gain knowledge of their unity and their distinctness 
from things secondary to them and dependent upon them. For in the 
case of the visible gods we discern a difference between the soul of the 


"Sc. the Pythagoreans, Cf. PT V, 332.19-22 Portus, and Damascius In Phaed. I, 
154.3, 


12 The various orders of gods, or henads, are dealt with at ET, props. 150-159 (see 
Dodds’ notes ad loc.). 
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sun and that of the carth,'3 seeing that their visible bodies have a large 
degree of varicty in their essence and their faculties and their rank in the 
universe. So then, cven as we take our start from sensc-perception in 
acquiring understanding of the differentiation of incorporeal essences, 
so it is on the basis of the variation in incorporeal essences that we cog- 
nise the unmixed distinctness of the primal, supra-essential henads and 
the particular characteristics of each. For each henad has a multiplicity 
dependent upon it, '* in one case intelligible, in another intelligible-and- 
intellectual, another intellectual simply,'* and within this onc having an 
unparticipated multiplicity, another a participated one, and within this 
latter one having a supracosmic one and another an intracosmic. And 
thus far extends the procession of the henads. 

So then, as we contemplate the extent of the whole incorporeal realm 
which is spread out bencath them and the measured series of variations 
down from the hidden level to that of distinctness, we declare our belief 
that there exists particularity and order cven in the henads themselves, 
along with their unity. For it is on the basis of the differences in the par- 
ticipants that we discern the distinctions within the participated; for 
things that participated without variation in the same thing could not 
have exhibited such differences relative to each other. 

So much, then, may be said concerning the situation of the primal 
henads and their communion with and distinction from one another, 
of which we are wont to call the one particularity, the other unity, dis- 
tinguishing them thus also by name from the sameness and difference 
manifested at the level of Real Being. For these henads are supra-essen- 
tial, and, to use technical terms, are ‘flowers’ and ‘summits’. Since, 
then, as we have said, there is within them both unity and distinctness, 
it is to this that Parmenides is addressing himself, that he may make 
clear their whole progression, right from the summit of the transcend- 
ent henad, and he thus takes for his hypothesis his own One, that is the 
One which is seen at the level of Being, and he considers this now as 
one, now as participated. The antecedent he preserves always the same 
by taking it in various senses, while the consequent he keeps changing, 
so that through the identity of the anteccdent he may demonstrate the 
unity of the divine henads; for whichever of these you take, you can 
assume the same for the rest because all are in each other and are rooted 


"3 1 do not find the concept of a specific soul of the carth (y6évea ty) mentioned by 
Proclus elsewhere, but there is no reason why the earth should not have a soul. 

™ This doctrine is set out at ET, props. 135-140, and in PT Il, 1-7, ; 

8 Reading 7 mév voyrav Bxovea, 4 8: vonrav &pa Kai vospév. } bz voepov dudas for 7 
pév vontav, 4 82 voepor, dxobons tis wey Kal vonréy Gua Kai voepdy &wr@s Of MSS., 
which is plainly confused. Moerbeke’s translation is no help here, and Saffrey and Wes- 
terink (op. cit., p. Ixviii, n. 1) have nat solved the problem. 

% Chaldaean terms, &v@n and duporyres. 
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in the One; for even as trees by their ‘topmost’ parts are fixed in the 
earth and are earthy in virtue of that, so in the same way the divine en- 
tities also are by their summits rooted in the One, and cach of them is 
ahenad and one through its unmixed unity with the One. Through the 
changing of the consequent, on the other hand, taking it now as a 
‘whole’, now as ‘shape’, now as something else again, and this both af- 
firmatively and negatively, he seeks to demonstrate their distinctness 
and the particular characteristics of each of the divine orders. By mcans 
of the whole syllogism, in turn, he seeks to show both the communion 
of the divine entities, and the unmixed purity of each. For these rea- 
sons, then, the antecedent is one, the consequents are many, the syllo- 
gisms are many, and the hypotheses are more than two, since Parmen- 
ides through his hypothcsis of the Onc Being at one stage ascends to 
the One that is prior to the participated henads, at another passes 
through the whole extent of those which arc on the level of beings, and 
at another reveals the existence of those of them which are infcrior to 
Being. And in general, since it has been stated previously about this 
method that its purpose is to postulate a given entity or proposition and 
then see what follows for itself in relation to itself and to others, and 
what does not follow, and again for the others both in relation to cach 
other and to the postulate, we shall see how he himself in the first hy- 
pothesis examines what docs not follow for the One both in relation to 
itself and to others, in the second what follows, and in the third what 
follows and does not follow; and how in the two following hypotheses 
he examines what follows for the others in relation to themselves and 
to the postulate and what does not follow; and how in the remaining 
four sections he varies his hypotheses similarly. So one should not be 
disturbed at contemplating the multiplicity of hypotheses, nor think 
that he is going beyond the proper limits of his proposed method, nor 
that he is deviating from the study of the henads in their capacity as first 
principles,'? but that it is demonstrating simultaneously both their 
unity and their distinctness; for they arc all united, in so far as they “re- 
main in one” (Tim. 37d), while they are distinguished according to the 
different degrees of progression that they have accomplished from the 
One. And do not be astonished if we say this about the divine henads; 
even at the level of intellectual essences we are accustomed to call the 
whole intellectual realm a partless and single essence, and all the intel- 
lects one, and the one Intellect all, by reason of the sameness which 
draws and holds together the intellectual hypostasis as a whole. If we 
can talk of this level of being in this way, what should we think about 


" Excising svaSos before éewpias, as virtually meaningless and grammatically diffi- 
cult. Itis presumably a gloss on &pxav. 
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the actual henads in the sphere of Being? Should it not be that they are 
unified to an especial degree? That they are in one another? That their 
mingling is insurpassable? That they do not proceed forth from the 
One? That they all have the imprint of the One upon them? Certainly 
at every level primal entities have on them the imprint of their own 
causes. Even in the case of bodics the primal is most full of life, like 
Soul, and the first among souls has the character of Intellect, '* and the 
primal Intellect is a god. So also among numbers the first is of the na- 
ture of One and henadic and supra-essential, even as the One is. If, 
then, the henads also constitute a number, then there is both multiplic- 
ity and unity in that realm. 


(iii) On the Subject Matter of the Hypotheses 


So much, by way of introduction, on this subject. But since Parmen- 
ides denies and asserts different propositions in the different hy- 
potheses, and often denies and asserts the same things at different stages 
on different subjects, and is in general clearly indulging in a “serious 
game”’ and working his way through the whole nature of things, and 
is not, as some have absurdly held, simply pursuing a soulless and 
cmpty logical exercise, nor showing off grandly his command of plau- 
sible arguments, it occurred to those of our predecessors who have ap- 
proached the works of Plato with genuine insight"? to fit the proper 
subject matters to these hypotheses, in order that there should be evi- 
dent in cach hypothesis a certain order of entities uncovered by Par- 
menides’ method, and this on examination should turn out to be dif- 
ferent for things that have different ranks of subsistence, and should 
have the same relation as they do to things other than them. This being 
their intention, they took various different paths in their apportioning 
of subject matters. We must first, however, specify what they call an 
hypothesis whose concern it is to fit the proofs to specific subjects. 
They are not simply looking to the structure of Parmenides’ procedure 
(for according to it there are two hypotheses, one asserting the exist- 
ence of the proposed entity, the other denying it), but they call an hy- 
pothesis that which takes up a part of the procedure and produces sim- 
ilar conclusions, either all affirmative or all negative or both. It makes 
no difference to them whcther we draw these conclusions in relation to 
itself or to something else, but only that the quality of the proposition 


19 Cousin emends the MS évosiSjs to voewdis (better eoordys). Latin translation 
reads unialis, but the sense scems to require roostéyjs. 

19 This would include all the commentators from Amelius on, as will become appar- 
ent. The whole passage that follows is excelJently discussed by Saffrey and Westerink, 
PTI, Intro., pp. lxxv-Ixxxix. 
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is the same. Thus they make different hypotheses concerning the One 
and concerning the Others than the One; and in the case of each simply, 
given the same premiscs, if the conclusions differ in quality, this they 
call an hypothesis. 

Having made this definition clear, let us pass on. Some authorities,” 
then, divide the hypotheses into a total of eight, declaring that in the 
first he is discussing the One; in the second Intellect and the intellectual 
level of reality; in the third rational souls; in the fourth irrational souls; 
in the fifth Matter, in so far as it possesses some capability for partici- 
pation in Forms; in the sixth Matter again, now in its ordered aspect, in 
so far as it has received the Forms in actuality; in the seventh Matter in 
its aspect as totally devoid of Forms and the capacity to participate in 
them, taken absolutely on its own; and in the eighth Form-in-Matter— 
for this is the only remaining one among the principles after the Once, 
Intellect, the two classes of Soul, and the much-discussed Matter. 

But this arrangement, while being correct in its ensuring that each of 
the subjects is a principle (for even the Form-in-Matter is a principle, 
even if it has also the characteristic of an element and of matter; and 
Soul is at all events a principle, even though the irrational soul is so dif- 
ferently from the rational; and on top of these the revered Intellect cer- 
tainly is also, and far more than this God himself)—while ensuring 
this, then, it goes wrong about the number of the hypotheses and their 
order. For whereas there are clearly nine hypotheses, as will be dem- 
onstrated from the relevant texts of Plato as we come to them, it con- 
tracts their number inappropriately. It also disrupts the order of reality, 
by bringing in Form last, whercas it is superior to Matter, which is de- 
void not only of the Forms, but even of capacity for receiving them, 
and besides that by ranking prior to Matter which has undergone or- 
dering that which is unordered and possesses mere impressions of 
Forms. This view, indeed, has reccived some support cven from its 
ctitics. They say that the hypothesis concerning Matter in its receptive 
capacity is brought on first, because it is more perspicuous than that 
which has not even acquired this receptivity, though more obscure 
than that which has been already brought to order, and is better able to 
demonstrate the naturc of Matter than that which is already occupied 
by Forms, and is less incomprehensible than that which is considered 
entirely as a negativity. 

Quite a few other commentators, however, have opposed these au- 
thorities and written against them. Of those who have made the divi- 
sion of the hypotheses into nine, one set distribute the subjects as fol- 


* The scholiast ad loc. identifies this as Amelius; cf. S-W, ibid., p. xxx. 
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lows:2! the first concerns the primal God (all authoritics agree on this, 
in fact); the second concerns the level of the Intelligible; the third is 
about Soul (and about all soul, not just rational soul, as their predeces- 
sors asserted); the fourth is about Body ordered in one way or another; 
the fifth about unordered Body; the sixth about ordered Matter; the 
seventh about Matter qua unordercd; the eighth about Forms-in-Mat- 
ter, taken, however, as being in their substratum; while the ninth is 
about Forms-in-Matter, considered by themselves apart from Matter. 
The proponents of this scheme observe in many respects a correct .or~ 
der and principle of division, but they take the same things twice; for 
we would be unable to say in what respect ordered Matter differs from 
either unordered Body, nor yet from ordered Body. For ifin becoming 
qualityless body it is ordered, it is the same as unordered body, and if 
it takes on qualification it will be the same as ordered body. Further, 
they are not introducing the first principles of things; for how can some 
ordered body be a principle? How is this not something constructed 
from first principles? And how can the fifth hypothesis be about unor- 
dered Body? The explicit conclusion of this hypothesis is that the 
Others neither are at rest nor in motion if they do not partake of the 
One. But according to the Timaeus (30a) unordered Body is in motion, 
even though “of an inharmonious and disorderly sort.” And how 
could Form, taken purely conceptually, without Matter, be a principle 
of anything? Principles do not possess their existence conceptually, but 
in reality. For in the case of things dependent on our conception, when 
the conception is removed the existence of the thing conceived is abol- 
ished; but principles are principles through their own authority and not 
in virtuc of our conceptions. In general, then, there are many clear ob- 
jections to this scheme, and in particular the fact that the ninth hypoth- 
esis overturns all possibilities, and allows nothing to exist even concep- 
tually, and argues specifically against this so-called conceptual Form. 

The next set of commentators,” following on thesc, follow a differ- 
ent method of presenting reality. The first hypothesis they declare ta 
be concemced with God and the gods—for the discussion is not only 
about the One, but about all the divine henads; (the second will concern 
the intellectual realm, rather than the) intclligibles;* the third no longer 

2 Identified by the scholiast as Porphyry; cf. S-W. op.cit., pp. lxxxi-lxxxii. As they 
remark, this seems to confirm that Porphyry wrote a commentary on the Pannenide-— 
whether or not, as Pierre Hadot would claim (Porphyre et Viaorinus, 1, pp. 102-143; I, 
pp. 39-113), the Anonymus Taurinensis is a part of it. 

Identified by the scholiast as Iamblichus. On the question as to whether famblichus 
may be credited with a doctrine of henads, see J. M. Dillon, “lamblichus and the Origin 
of the Doctrine of Henads,”’ Phronesis 17 (1972): 102-106, and contra, Saftey and Westet- 


ink, op.cit., pp. xxviff. 
2 Accepting Safirey and Westerink’s supplement for a lacuna here (cf. PT Ill, Intre., 
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about Soul, as previous commentators had declared, but about the 
classes of being superior to us—angels, dacmons, and heroes” (for 
these classes of being are immediately inferior to the gods and are su- 
perior even to the universal souls; this is their most remarkable view, 
and it is for this reason that they assert that these take a prior rank to 
souls in the hypotheses). The fourth hypothesis they take to concern 
rational souls; the fifth those secondary souls which are woven onto the 
rational souls* the sixth Forms-in-Matter and all the seminal reason- 
principles; the seventh, Matter itself; the eighth, Body in the heavens; 
and the ninth, generated Body beneath the Moon.”6 

This school of thought is correct in that it does not take the same 
thing twice, but it slips in the ‘superior classes of being” quite improp- 
erly. For if these are at the intellectual level, we have a treatment of the 
whole intellectual level in the second hypothesis; whereas if they are on 
the level of soul, it is plain that the treatment of them should be in- 
cluded in the hypothesis about Soul. A further objection to this school 
also is that they bring in products, rather than first principles, in the 
latter group of hypotheses. 

All these commentators share a common misconception, in that they 
do not see that the first five hypotheses produce true conclusions, 
whereas the last four lead to absurdities. This, after all, was Parmen- 
ides’ stated purpose, to demonstrate how, if the One exists, all beings 
are generated, and how, if it does not exist, it eliminates everything and 
leaves nothing existent anywhere; and the whole procedure announces 
that this is what it is demonstrating, both through the postulation of 
true propositions and through the refutation of false ones. We may take 
as an example the postulate: “If Providence exists, all beings will be as 
they should be; if Providence does not exist, nothing will be as it 
should be, but both wholes and parts will be administered badly. Prov- 
idence therefore exists; for its existence is the cause of goods, and its 
non-existence the cause of evils.” These theorists should thercfore have 
realised that Parmenidcs’ aim was to show that through the existence 
of the One all beings acquire their share of substantiality, while 
through its non-existence the nature of things would be utterly elimi- 
nated (which indeed is what he states unequivocally at the conclusion 
of all the hypotheses), and sceing this, they should certainly not have 





p- xix, n. 2). Porphyry has previously been listed as considering that the Second Hy- 
is concems “the whole intelligible level,” and a contrast is appropriate here.. We 

know from just below (line 21) that Iamblichus saw the Second Hypothesis as concern- 
ing the intellectual level, 

* CE Damascius De Princ. Il, p. 247.25-16 Ruelle, where this doctrine is explicitly at- 
tributed to Iamblichus (= lambl. In Parm. fr. 12 Dillon.) 

% Cf. Damascius De Princ. Il, p. 286.19-21 (= lambl. In Parm. fr. 14 Dillon). 

* Cf. Damascius De Princ. I, p. 292.7-9 Ruelle. 
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introduced other subject matters also in the remaining four hypotheses, 
nor, as it were, kept right on on the same road, but rather should have 
discerned the first principles of things in the first five hypotheses, and 
in the last four should not have sought to find specific entities, but 
should have realised that they prove that, if one removes the Onc, then 
many impossible conclusions result from propositions that seem to us 
possible. 

The first man, as far as 1 am aware, to avoid this misconception was 
the philosopher from Rhodes,?’ who himself arranges the hypotheses 
according to a different principle. He makes them out to be ten in all, 
and balances the first five with the last five. He takes the first as show- 
ing that, if the One exists, all the most ecstatic doctrines of philosophy 
follow from this, such as Plato has taught us in other passages of his 
works; while the sixth shows us that, ifthe One does not exist, nothing 
of those things that can be stated about the Onc will agree with this hy- 
pothesis. In the second and the seventh hypotheses propositions about 
Intellect and the intelligible realm are examincd—on the one hand that, 
if it exists, all the most excellent beliefs about these are truc, on the 
other that, if ic docs not exist, we overturn all true statements about 
them. In the third and eighth, the subject is the objects of discursive 
intellect; for these come next after the intelligibles, the one hypothesis 
showing that, if they exist, they are in accordance with our concep- 
tions, the other that they are shown to be discordant with them, if they 
do not exist. In the fourth and ninth, the subject is embodied Forms; 
these follow on” the objects of discursive intellect, according to the di- 
vision of the Linc in the Republic. The hypothcses demonstrate respec- 
tively that if the One exists, these do also, and if the One does not exist, 
neither is it possible that these should. The remaining pair, the fifth and 
the tenth, concern the receptacle of bodies: in the one, the fifth hypoth- 
esis, the receptacle being harmoniscd through the existence of the One; 
in the other, excluded from such harmony through the non-existence 
of the One.”° 

This scheme is to be admired both for its structural ncatness and its 
intelligence, for concluding that conclusions are reached which are al- 
ternately absurd, and true and concordant with the nature of things. In 
other respects, however, because it innovates as regard the number of 
hypotheses, and fabricates one hypothesis which contributes nothing, 


2 On the vexed question of the identity of this figure, sce now the persuasive article of 
H. D. Saffrey, “Le ‘Philosophe de Rhodes’: est-il Théodore d’Asine,” in Mém. A-J. Fes- 
tugiére, Paris, 1984, pp. 65-76, showing that there is no scrious reason to doubt the iden- 
tification with Theodore of Asine. 

% Reading, yst& for pév of MSS. 

29 This last clause is missing from Greek MSS, but found in the Latin translation. 
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it is to be rejected, and particularly becausc it strives to match another 
five against the first five, one to one. In general, it is not actually absurd 
to state the One does not exist, nor, if one posited such an hypothesis, 
would one draw impossible conclusions from it. For in fact that One 
which is first before all entities does not exist, for it is supcrior even to 
existence. But itis necessary that absurd conclusions follow from what 
comes after it, so that we could not pair the sixth hypothesis with the 
first; nor, therefore, the others with the others. This scheme has even 
persuaded him to cut up one hypothesis and thus increase the number. 

Following on this, Plutarchus, our “grandfather,” accepting from 
the teaching of ancient authorities the number of the hypotheses as 
nine, and from this newer theory that in the first five, true conclusions 
are drawn from the postulate that the One exists, while in the remain- 
der absurdities are shown to follow from the postulate the One does 
not exist, and that the treatise is about first principles, derives the pri- 
mary hypostases which rule all beings from the proposition that the 
One exists, both those that are transcendent and thosc that are manifest 
as inherent in things, and on the basis of the proposition that the One 
does not exist discovers that the order of reality is utterly demolished. 

Making these assumptions, then, he ordains that the first hypothesis 
is about God, the second about Intellect, the third about Soul, the 
fourth about Form-in-Matter, the fifth about Matter—in the last two 
the Others than the One are the subject (for it was the custom also of 
the Pythagoreans, as we have said ([above, 1048. 6ff.]), to call all incor- 
poreal and transcendent being ‘‘One,” and that which is corporeal and 
inherent in bodies “‘the Othcrs’’); so that it is reasonable that the first 
three, which ask what relation the One has to itself and to others, 
should concern the threc transcendent ruling principles, while the last 
two, which ask what relation the Others have to each other and to the 
One, introduce immanent Form and Matter; for these are truly “other” 
and belong to others rather than to themselves, and are contributory 
causes rather than true causes, following the distinction made in the 
Phaedo (98bff.). 

Having surveyed in these five hypotheses these principles, both 
those external to things and those immanent in them, which arc intro- 
duced by Parmenides on the assumption that the One exists, he de- 
clares that it is shown in the latter four that if that One present in beings 
does not exist, if you take non-existence as implying existing in one 
sense and not in another, then only the sensible will exist (for if therc is 
no intelligible, then the One will only be sensible), and among modes 
of knowledge only sense-perception (which is the intentionally absurd 


* That is, the teacher of Proclus’ teacher, Syrianus. 
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conclusion of the sixth hypothesis, that there exists only sense-percep- 
tion among the modes of knowledge), and only sense-objccts among 
the objects of knowledge. [f, on the other hand, the One really does not 
exist, in the sense of absolute non-existence, then every mode of 
knowledge and object of knowledge is abolished, which is the absurd 
conclusion of the seventh hypothesis. The Others, if the One does not 
exist in the sense assumed by the sixth hypothesis, are in the state of 
dreams and shadows, which is the absurd conclusion of the eighth hy- 
pothesis. If the Onc is non-existent in the sensc of absolute non-exist- 
ence, the Others will not even attain to a drcamlike substantiality, as is 
clearly demonstrated by the ninth hypothesis. So if one were to say that 
the first hypothesis has the same relation to the rest as the single first 
principle of all things towards the rest of reality, that the four remain- 
ing ones of the first group deal with the principles following on the 
One, and that the four aftcr these draw the conclusion that, if the One 
is removed, all the things indicated in the former four are utterly elim- 
inated, one would probably be giving a correct explanation. For where 
the second (shows that, if the One exists, then thc realm of Intellect ex- 
ists, the sixth shows that, if it does not exist, then only sense perception 
and perceptibles exist; where the third)?! shows that, if One Being ex- 
ists, the whole level of Sou! will exist, the seventh shows that, if it does 
not exist, this means the destruction of every faculty of knowledge, 
whether sensible, imaginative, or rational; where the fourth shows 
that, if that One exists, the Forms-in-Matter have existence of a sort 
(for these in some way participate in the One Being), the eighth shows, 
if that entity only does not exist, the objects of sense will be multiple 
and mere dreams, in no way participating in real being and formal dis- 
tinction; where the fifth shows that, if the One exists, Matter also will 
exist (although not participating in the One Being in so far as it is 
Being, yet it does so in so far as it is One), the ninth shows that nothing 
at all will exist nor participate in Being, if the One does not exist; for 
how, if that causal principle is removed, is it possible for any item in 
the wholc universe to exist? 

We have, then, according to this arrangement, the First Hypothesis 
as being about the One, which Plato in the Republic (VI, 509b) firmly 
placed beyond existence and Being; and the four following about 
beings, of which the first two concer things eternally existent while 
the latter two concern created beings, following the distinction made 
in the Timaeus (27d), between those things apprehensible by intellec- 
tion through reason, and those things known by opinion through 


» This whole passage is omitted in the MSS, possibly by homoeoteleuton. [ have sug- 
gested its probable content. 
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sense-perception—or, if you wish, the four follow the division of the 
Line in the Republic, of which he apportioned one section to the intel- 
ligible realm, the other to the sensible realm, one to the henads, the 
other to the things here termed the Others; and of the larger section, 
one part to the objects of intuition, the other to the objects of discursive 
intellection, even as of the two former hypotheses the one is about In- 
tellect, the other about Soul; while of the smaller section, he appor- 
tioned one part to things of sense, the other to things imaged, even as 
here we have said that the fourth hypothesis is about Forms-in-Matter, 
which are the proper objects of sense, while the fifth is about Matter, 
which is analogous to things imaged by reason of the indefiniteness of 
the knowledge of it attainable by us. 

So then, there are four principles after the first, two transcendent and 
two complementary;>2 and there are four hypotheses after the first, 
based on the postulate that the One exists, and another four which 
show the absurdities that follow on the elimination of the One. Such is 
the theory of this man, who has scientifically distinguished from each 
other the subjects of the hypotheses, has introduced, without leaving 
any gaps, all the chief principles, has thoroughly understood the whole 
object of Parmenides’ exercise, and has articulated clearly all the rather 
confused contributions of the older commentators. 

What, then, are we to say, following on such a vast company of such 
distinguished commentators, and what are we to add from our own 
store? It may well be that it will suit our case to exclaim, in the words 
of Homer (Iliad 23.536), ‘‘the best man is last!” in the person of him 
who became my guide in philosophy at Athens,® and who kindled in 
me intellectual light. In his treatment of this subject, he in some cases 
brings a more theological level of criticism to bear, while in others he 
makes minor adjustments, in conformity with Plato himself and the 
text of Plato. 

His view, then, also is that the first hypothesis is about the primal 
God, and the second is about the intelligible world. But since there is a 
wide range in the intelligible world and there are many orders of gods, 
his view is that each of these divine orders has been named symbolically 
by Plato, and all have been expressed by philosophic names, not by 
such names as are customarily celebrated by those who compose 
theogonies, but which do not reveal their essences, such as are the ep- 
ithets of the divine classes given out by the Gods, * but rather, as I said, 
by names familiar to philosophers, such as Whole, Multiplicity, Lim- 
itlessness, Limit, which are suitable for application to them, all having 

© ouerAnperixai, i.e. joined to a substratum to make up a physical object. 


® Sc. Syrianus. 
* Sc. the Chaldaean Oracles. 
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their proper rank, and portraying without omission all the divine 
stages of proccssion, whether intelligible, intellectual, or supra- 
cosmic, and that thus all things are presented in logical order, as being 
symbols of divine orders of being; and also that the fact that all those 
things which are presented positively in the second hypothesis are pre- 
sented negatively in the first indicates that the primal causc transcends 
all the divine orders, while they undergo various degrees of procession 
according to their various distinct characteristics. For the One in the 
second hypothesis is neither the primal One (for it is complex, being all 
things) nor is it that which is inseparable from Being and thus, as being 
a state of it, is in it. He thus clearly distinguishes this Onc from the first 
and declares that this One, being such as it is, is distinct. It is plain, in 
fact, that this term signifies an autonomous divine henad; for every 
transcendent cause at the head of a multiplicity produces a double mul- 
tiplicity, one which is transcendent like itself, and another which is im- 
manent in its participants. *> Even as the single Soul has generated some 
souls separate from bodies, and some which are inseparable, and as the 
one and whole Intellect has given substance to some intellects separate 
from souls, and others which are in them as functions of them, so also 
the One has produced some autonomous henads which transcend their 
participants, and others which act as unifications of other entities 
which are unified in virtue of them and in which they inhere. The 
whole second hypothesis, therefore, he says, reveals to us a multiplic- 
ity of autonomous henads, on which are dependent the entities about 
which the second hypothesis teaches us, revealing to us in its terms al] 
their specific characteristics in turn. If this is true, we must examine 
each of the conclusions to see to which of the divine orders it is appro- 
priate, and thus make division of the second hypothesis ‘“‘limb by limb” 
(Phaedr. 265e). 

As for the third, it is not about all Soul pure and simple, but such as 
has proceeded forth from the divine Soul; for the whole divine Soul is 
comprised in the second hypothesis.*© For Plato himself has clearly 
stated there that the One partakes also of Time; and partaking of Time 
is the property first of souls, and not of intellectual beings, among 
whom there is neither ‘“‘was” nor “will be,”’ but only the eternal “is” 
(cf. Tim. 37ef€.). 

So then, having divided the whole of being into the divinised, and. 
that which is taken on its own, he declares that the whole of divinised 
being is presented in the second of the hypotheses, be it intelligible, in- 
tellectual, or psychic. So if you would like to hear the subjects of the 


33 A basic principle of Procline metaphysics, cf. ET, prop. 28. 
36 Cf. PTI, 11, p. 49.17ff. S-W. 
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hypotheses in order according to this theory also, the first he declares 
to be about the One God, how he generates and gives order to all the 
orders of gods. The second is about all the divine orders, how they 
have proceeded from the One and the substance which is joined to 
each. The third is about the souls which are assimilated to the gods, but 
yet have not been apportioned diviniscd being. The fourth is about 
Forms-in-Matter, how they are produced according to what rankings 
from the gods. The fifth is about Matter, how it has no participation in 
the formative henads, but receives its share of existence from above, 
from the supra-essential and single Monad; for the One and the illu- 
mination of the Onc extends as far as Matter, bringing light even to its 
boundlessness.>7 

So much, then, will suffice as a general introduction to the hy- 
potheses. We must now give to each separately the discussion due to it. 
Let us take our start, therefore, once again from the beginning of the 
text of the first hypothesis, and consider the argument contained in it. 


B. THE FIRST HYPOTHESIS 


“Well then,” said Parmenides, “if there is a One, of course the One 
would not be many.’’ “How could it?” (137c) 


I. THEORETICAL EXPOSITION 


(i) The Subject Matter 


First we must state what is the subject matter of the first hypothesis. 
Is it about God only, or is it about God and the Gods, as some say? The 
discourse is about a subject which has subsistence (hyparxis), and it is 
not the case, as some have supposed, * that this Onc in its absolute form 
is without substance (anhupostatos), and that the hypothesis produces 
impossible conclusions. Even if they produce as evidence what is said 
at the end of the hypothesis (142a6-8), ‘‘Or are these things not possible 
in relation to the One?”"—what the meaning of that phrase is in that 
context will be discussed by us later; so, as I said, it is plain that that of 
which the argument here denies all attributes is not without substance. 
For everything which demonstrates some impossible conclusion by 


* Cf. ET, prop. 57, which states the general principle of the extension of hypostases: 
“Every cause both operates prior to its consequent and gives rise to a greater number of 
posterior terms.” 

8 This appears to refer to the view of the Platonist Origen. Cf. PTL, 4, where sucha 
doctrine is attributed to him (fr. 7 Weber), and Saffrey and Westerink’s remarks, PT Il, 
Intro., .pp. x-xii. Proclus returns to a criticism of this position in Book VII 64.1-16. 
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means of a conjunction of premises demonstrates that the impossibility 
follows cither from the hypothesis itself or from the sequence of prop- 
ositions; but since both of these are possible, the thing being proved is 
possible also. 

Now the hypothesis that the One exists is true. The Eleatic Stranger 
also demonstrates this when he is countering® as absurd the thesis that 
the One does not exist, the only thing in existence being that which ex- 
perienccs the One as an attribute, whereas in fact in all cases that which 
truly is preexists that which experiences it and which does not truly ex- 
ist; for he also, in that passage (Soph. 245a), defined that which is truly 
One as being absolutely partless; and this is what is demonstrated first 
in this hypothesis, that the Onc docs not have parts, and all the other 
conclusions follow in order upon this, being demonstrated on the basis 
of necessary premises. If, then, it is necessary that that which is truly 
One exists (for everything else that truly exists is prior to what does not 
truly exist—it is absurd, after all, to say that that which truly is, is with- 
out essential existence); but the truly One is the partless (that is, that 
which has no parts),*° and that is what is demonstrated in the first hy- 
pothesis as being beyond all things, sccing that all the propositions on 
the basis of which it is shown that the One is prior to all things follows 
from its having no parts. It is therefore absolutely necessary that this 
One of which everything is denicd exists; for after all it itself exists nec- 
essarily, if indeed the partless is truly one. For such, as is said in the 
Sophist, is the truly One, even as here also the One is shown to be. The 
sequence of the syllogisms also shows this, being, as it is, necessary. 
Everything, then, is demonstrated through this about any of those 
things which have subsistence. 

If, then, it is something which has subsistence (hypkestés) about 
which the argument is, it is in rurn plain that it is not something that 
has Being (ousiddes); for the argument will deny Being itself of the One. 
One can only conclude, then, that either this thing is one of those 
things that are inferior to Being, such as the realm of generation or 
Matter, or it is one of those things which are superior to Being; but it 
cannot be one of those things which are inferior to Being, for every 
such entity partakes of time, as for instance does generation (but the 
argument denies this very characteristic of participating in time of the 
One); and exists in some way, as does Matter, for instance (but this en- 
tity the argument shows not even to exist). So then this thing, about 
which the proofs are presented in the First Hypothesis must be above 
Being. 

+ Reading d&aavrav for the amdvzwy of the MSS. In general, I follow in this passage 


(1064. 21-1066. 16) the cmendations proposed by Saffrey in PT Il, Intro., pp. xii-xv. 
40 Added from the Latin translation. 


420 


1067 


COMMENTARY 


Necessarily then, if indeed only the Divine is above Being, and all 
that is Divine is above Being, the present argument could be either only 
about the primal God, who surely is the only entity above Being, or 
else it is about all the Gods also which are after him, as some of those 
whom we revere would hold.*! So they argue that since every god, in- 
asmuch as he is a god, is a henad (for it is this element, the One, which 
divinises al] being), for this reason they think it right to join to the 
study of the First a discussion of all the gods; for they are all supra-es- 
sential henads, and transcend the multiplicity of beings, and are the 
summits of beings. But if we were to say that both the primal Cause 
and the other gods are one, we would have to allot one and the same 
hypothesis to all of them; for we would have to say that the discussion 
concerned the primal One in no way more than it concerned all the rest 
of the henads. But if this primal One, as indeed is very much the view 
of these authorities, is simply and solely One, and unconnected with 
everything else,‘? and unparticipated, as they say, “snatching itself 
away’ from everything, and unknowable to everything, as being 
transcendent, whereas each of the other henads is in some degree par- 
ticipated, and is not only a henad but also partakes in the multiplicity 
proper to it, and in some substance either intelligible or intellectual or 
psychic or even corporeal (for participation proceeds even down this 
far)—why should that One which is not reckoned with beings, nor 
ranked at all with the Many, be placed in the same hypothesis with hc- 
nads which are participated in by beings, and serve to confer coherence 
on the Many? 

After all, we do not get the same account given of the unparticipated 
and the participated soul; for the properties of the participated would 
never accord with those of the unparticipated, nor those of the superior 
with those of the inferior; otherwise the former would not have been 
distinct from the many alone by itself, while the latter is involved with 
the multiplicity of souls. Neither is one to count the unparticipated In- 
tellect in with the many intellects, nor are the characteristics of all of 
them the same, for ifthey were, it would not be the case that the former 
holds the rank of monad, while the latter that of number which has 
come into being around this monad. 

But if those who have fathered these arguments about the First Hy- 
pothesis want the three kings of the Letters (Ep. Il, 312e) to be second- 


*! Jamblichus; cf. above, 1054.37(f. This passage does seem to credit lamblichus with 
a doctrine of henads, but see on this question the discussion of Saffrey and Westerink, PT 
UT, Intro., pp. xxviff. 

“2 Cf, Damascius De Princ. 1, 43, p. 86.3ff. Ruelle, where lamblichus is quoted a de- 
scribing his second One as dobvraxros apos tiv tpidde (which follows it), the primal 
One being adem &ppnros. 

+ Chaldaean terminology; cf. Or. Chald. fr. 3.1 D.P. 
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ary to the One (even as, in their discussions of these entities, those who 
say that the First Hypothesis is not only about God but about all gods 
absolutely do wish to assert), for this very rcason, that the One may 
not be numbered with things secondary to it, that it is superior to all 
reckoning of it with what follows it, and is not capable of being ranked 
with anything clse (at Icast this is what they say when they are writing 
about the theology of Plato),“* how are we any longer to rank both God 
and the gods in the one hypothesis and fit the same negations similarly 
to all of them? 

For let us accept that every god is one; yet the ‘‘one”’ in each god is 
not separate in the same way, nor in the same way knowable, nor in 
the same way uncircumscribable, as is the primal One itself: And if 
Plato himself at the end of the First Hypothesis (141e7-10) says that the 
Onc does not participate in essence or in being, and that that which is 
participated in by any being is not one, how can this be attributed suit- 
ably to the other henads? For they are all participated in by beings. So 
even as, if someone said that the Soul did not make use of any body, he 
would not be speaking of every type of soul, but only of the unpartic- 
ipated soul, and if he said that Intellect is not at all participated in by 
Soul, he would only be speaking of the unparticipated intellect, by the 
same token also he who postulated the supra-cssential One as being en- 
tirely transcendent over all essence and all being is speaking only of the 
primal unparticipated One, not every one of whatever rank. And if he 
himself actually says that the Onc is beyond oneness and essence (for it 
is not even properly to be termed “‘one”) how would the statement be 
true of those henads following on the first? For that one which is par- 
ticipated in by a multiplicity and which consorts with beings is not su- 
perior to even being termed “onc” at all, seeing that it is not even tran- 
scendent over being. It is the same as if someone were to say that even 
the soul which consorts with the body is superior to being soul. And if 
in fact we have the whole level of gods and all the One which is partic- 
ipated in by Being presented to us in the Second Hypothesis, this very 
circumstance which they are secking for, who try to squeeze the whole 
discourse about the gods into the first hypothesis, what necd is there to 
cause confusion in this part of the discourse by joining on to specula- 
tions about the first principle an exposition about the multiplicity of the 
gods? For what else is that One which is ranked with Being and pro- 
ceeds forth together with Being, than the multiplicity of gods, which 
gives divinity to the whole hypostasis of Being and coherence to the 
whole multiplicity of essential things? For every divine essence is sub- 

4 Sc. Iamblichus, presumably in his Platonic Theology. Plainly there he stressed the ab- 
solute transcendence of the Onc, distinguishing it sharply trom the “‘three kings” of the 
Second Letter. Cf. Saffrey- Westerink, PT Il, Intro., pp. Iv-lvi. 
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ject to the henads of the gods, and cach participated Onc is a principle 
of unification for all Being whether intelligible or intellectual or, be- 
yond this, even psychical or corporcal, and each of the gods is nothing 
else than the Onc in its participated aspect. For even as man in the strict 
sense is so in virtue of his soul, so god in the strict sense is so in virtue 
of the One; for in each casc it is the dominant element in all those which 
make up the totality of the entity which each properly is. 

It follows necessarily, then, that the First Hypothesis is about God 
alone, in so far as he is the generator of the plurality of gods, he himself 
being transcendent over their multiplicity and unconnected with those 
gods who have proceeded forth from him. It is for this reason that 
everything is denicd of this Onc, as being established as supcrior to all 
things and transcendent over all things, and producing all the charac- 
teristics of the gods, while itself bcing undefinable and uncircumscrib- 
able in relation to all of them. For it is not a particular one, but One in 
the absolute sense, and it is not intelligible or intellectual, but it pro- 
duces both the intelligible and the intellectual henads. For in every rul- 
ing order the participated multiplicity should be presided over by the 
unparticipated and primal form,® or even a causal principle superior to 
form; in this way, after all, prior to the forms-in-matter there are the 
immaterial Forms, and prior to that life which comes to be in some- 
thing else we have that which is separate and on its own and unmixed, 
and everywhere those things which come to be in something else are 
presided over by those which subsist on their own. For instance, the 
multiplicity of souls which have taken charge cach of its own body are 
presided over essentially by the unparticipated Soul, which gocs about 
in “the place above the heaven” (Phaedr. 247c); and the multiplicity of 
intellects arc presided over by the single unparticipated Intellect, that 
one which is separate and cternally cstablished in itself and gives coher- 
ence from above to all intellectual essence; and the multiplicity of in- 
telligibles are dominated by the primal intelligible object, which is un- 
mixed and established singly on its own, for that object of intellect in 
the individual intellect is distinct from that which is established prior to 
this on its own, and this latter is the intclligible object pure and simple, 
while the former is an intelligible object in rclation to intellectual enti- 
ties. Even so, then, beyond the multiplicity of participated henads 
there is the unparticipated One, transcendent, as has been said, over all 
the divine realms. 

We shall, therefore, be very far from making the primal god the 
summit of the intelligible world, as I observe to be the practice of some 


* A basic principle of Procline metaphysics; cf. ET, prop. 21. At In Tien. LU, 240.6-7 it 
is attributed to lamblichus (fr. 54 Dillon). 
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leading theologians,** and making the father of that realm the same as 
the cause of all things. For this entity is a participated henad. After all, 
he is called an intelligible father and the summit of the intelligible 
world, and even if he is the principle of coherence for the whole intel- 
ligible world, yet it is as its father that hc is so. The primal god, how- 
ever, who is celebrated in the First Hypothesis, is not even a father, but 
is superior also to all paternal divinity. The former entity is sct over 
against its Power and its Intellect, of whom it is said to be the Father, 
and with those it makes up a single triad;*” whercas this truly primal 
god transcends all contrast and relationship with anything, so a fortiori 
it is not an intelligible father. For it is not involved with any entity sec- 
ondary to it, nor is it participated in any way, falling neither in the cat- 
egory of intellectual, nor yet of intelligible, essence, but it transcends 
in unity all the participated henads, and is “snatched away’ beyond 
all che processions of Being. 

Let this, then, be reckoned as the subject of the First Hypothesis: the 
ascent from One Being to the very One itself in the truest sense, and 
the consideration of how it is transcendent over all things, and how it 
is to be reckoned together with nonc of the divine orders. 


(u) The Type of Discourse Suitable to the Subject 


Secondly after this let us consider what type of discourse will suit 
such a subject as this, and how we might properly take a grasp of the 
exegesis of the present topic, and how we may be able, I would say, to 
operate logically and intellectually and at the same time with divine in- 
spiration, in order that we may be able to grasp the demonstrative 
power of Parmenides and to follow his conceptions, dependent as they 
are upon real Being, and that we may ascend by divine inspiration to 
the unspeakable and incomprehensible consciousness of the One. For 
we do possess, inasmuch as we rank as souls, images of the primal 
causes, and we participate in both the whole Soul and the plane of In- 
tellect and the divine Henad; and we must stir up the powers of those 
entities within us for the comprehension of the present subject matter. 
Or how else are we to become nearer to the Onc, if we do not rouse up 
the One of the soul, which is in us as a kind of image of the One, by 
virtue of which the most accurate of authorities declare that divine pos- 


% It would seem, from a. comparison with PT II, 4, p. 31 S-W, that Prochis has Origen 
the Platonist in mind here, but the criticism applies also to Porphyry; cf. Hadot, Porphyre 
et Victorinus, 1, pp. 258-259. 

7 Cf. Or. Chald. fr. 4 DP, and Damascius De Princ. L, 48, p. 95.201F. Ruelle, 

48 Or. Chald, fr. 3 DP. 
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session most especially comes about? And how are we to make this 
One and flower of the soul shine forth unless we first of all activate our 
intellect? For the activity of the intellect leads the soul towards a state 
and activity of calm. And how are we to achieve perfect intellectual ac- 
tivity if we do not travel there by means of logical conceptions, using 
composite intellections prior to more simple ones? So then, we need 
demonstrative power in our preliminary assumptions, whereas we 
need intellectual activity in our investigations of being (for the orders 
of being are denied of the One), and we need inspired impulse in our 
consciousness of that which transcends all beings, in order that we may 
not slip unawares from our negations into Not-Being and its invisibil- 
ity by reason of our indefinite imagination, but rousing up the One 
within us and, through this, warming the soul (cf. Phaedr. 251b) we 
may connect ourselves to the One itself and, as it were find mooring, 
taking our stand above everything intelligible within ourselves and dis- 
pensing with every other one of our activities, in order that we may 
consort with it alone and perform a dance around it, leaving behind all 
the intellections of the soul which are directed to secondary things.*° 
Let this, then, be the manner of our discourse, logical, intellectual, and 
inspired, for in this way one might take the grasp that one should of the 
present hypothesis. 


(iii) The Nature of the Negations 


The third thing that we must consider is the nature of these nega- 
tions, and whether they are superior to the corresponding assertions or 
inferior. It is generally felt that an assertion is a more worthy thing than 
anegation. A negation, after all, is a deprivation of something; whereas 
an assertion, they say, involves the presence, and, as it were, the pos- 
session, of Form. Now certainly for Forms and for things possessed by 
Form, assertion is preferable to negation; for this very thing is a nec- 
essary attribute of Forms, namely possession of themselves and repul- 
sion of their corresponding negation. And in gencral for all beings, ex- 
istence is preferable to non-existence, and assertion is more proper than 


* This probably refers to lamblichus, who seems to have been the first to develop the 
doctrine of a “One” of the soul; cf. Hermeias In Phaedr. 150.24ff. Couvreur (= Iambl. 
In Phaedr. fr. 6 Dillon). This he identified with the Chaldaean “flower of the intellect.” 

% Reading z& 5evrapa for ras Sevrépas of MSS. This ascent to the One is eloquently 
described also at PT U, 11, pp. 64-65 S-W. The image of “dancing around” the One, just 
above, is found in Plotinus, Enn. V1, 9.8.44 (cf. 1, 8.2.24—Soul dancing around Intel- 
lect), and frequently in Proclus, e.g. below, 1080.18; PT IV, 5, p. 21.2 S-W. It probably 
derives ultimately from Epin. 982c (the dance of the planets). Cf. J. Trouillard, “La fi- 
gure de chocur de danse (zepixopeverw) dans l’ocuvre de Proclos,” in Permanence de Phi- 
lasaphie (Mélanges Joseph Moreau), Lausanne, 1977, pp. 162-174. 
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negation. Being, after all, is the classic case of assertion, whereas Not- 
Being is of negation. It is quite clear what relation Plato himself in the 
Sophist (258ab) declared Not-Being to have towards Being, and that he 
declared Being to be superior; for there he says that Not-Being is 
hardly less existent than Being,*! though by adding the phrase “if it is 
permissible to say so,” he demonstrated the superiority of Being. So 
then, in every class of Being, assertion in general is superior to nega~ 
tion. But since Not-Being has a number of senses, one superior to 
Being, another which is of the same rank as Being, and yet another 
which is privation of Being, it is clear, surely, that we can postulate also 
three types of negation, one superior to assertion, another inferior to 
assertion, and another in some way equally balanced by assertion. It is 
not, then, simply true that assertion is always supcrior to negation, but 
there is a casc wherc it takes second place to it, when negation expresses 
that type of Not-Being which is beyond Being. But since this type of 
Not-Being also is twofold—the one being possessed by Being, the 
other not being reckoned together with anything that is—it is plain that 
in the case of this latter neither asscrtion nor negation is properly rele- 
vant, whereas in the case of the former, negation is more appropriate, 
and also assertion, in so far as it has connection with Being. Yet even if 
no statement is properly true of that other (I mean that entity which is 
unconnected with Being), at least negation is more properly uttered of 
it than assertion. For even as assertions are about things that are, ne- 
gations are about what is not; for in general an asscrtion wants to lay 
hold of some Form, and when the soul says that one thing is present to 
another and makes an asscrtion, it postulates something which is akin 
to itself. The primal entity is, however, above Form, and it is not suit- 
able to apply to it any of those attributes which are proper to secondary 
things, nor to transfer to it attributes proper to us. For all unawares we 
will find ourselves talking about ourselves and not it. So then we must 
use in relation to it not assertions, but rather negations of those attri- 
butes which are proper to secondary things. For assertions strive to as- 
certain that some one thing is true of some other; whereas the First is 
both inaccessible to cognitions which are related to anything existing, 
and it is not possible to take anything as applying to it, but rather as not 
applying to it; for it transcends all compositeness and participation. 

In addition to this, assertions present something defined, while ne- 

51 Itis noteworthy that, in quoting Sophist 258b1-2, Proclus repeatedly uses the phrase 
ob map’ Xartov (ro wi) bv Tov Svras), which is not in Plato's text. See Saffrey’s excellent 
note on this in PT, p. 3% n. 1 S-W. The text is quoted also above, 999.34-36, 1012. 11- 
13, and below, 1076.8-10, 1184.37-39, always with map’ ZAavrov. Either Proclus is fo- 


lowing a variant reading, or he has developed a fixed false recollection of this text 
(Cousin’s text, here, by the way, needs correction). 
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gations have an undefined field of reference; for the concept “‘not-man” 
is of a more indefinite nature than “man.” So then, it is more proper to 
reveal the incomprehensible and indefinable cause which is the One 
through negations; for assertions slice up reality, whereas negations 
tend to simplify things from distinction and definition in the direction 
of being uncircumscribed, and from being set apart by their proper 
boundaries in the direction of being unbounded. How then would 
these latter not be more suitable to speculation on the One? One might, 
indeed, go so far as to say that it is only possible by these means to re- 
veal the power of the One, which is incomprehensible and ungraspable 
and unknowable by partial intellects. So then, negations arc superior to 
assertions, and are suitable to those who arc being drawn up from what 
is partial towards the whole and from the aligned towards the una- 
ligned and from the sliccd-up type of knowledge towards that type of 
activity which is uncircumscribable and unitary and simple. 


(iv) Suitability of Negations to the First Cause 


The fourth thing we must consider is how and according to what 
mode these negations will fit themselves to the First Cause. I would not 
say that they would do so as to something which was receptive of as- 
sertions but did not happen to be in receipt of them, as if we were to 
say that Socrates is not fair-skinned; for the One is receptive of noth- 
ing, but it transcends.all Being and all participation. Nor would it be in 
the way that it would attach itself to something which was absolutely 
non-receptive of assertion, and which possessed privation and inability 
to be mixed with the Form in question, as for instance, if one were to 
say that the line is not white because it has no capacity to participate in 
whiteness. For the first principle is not simply deprived of the things 
that are denied of it, nor are these things without any communion with 
the One, but they are actually derived from that source; and it is not 
true that, even as whiteness ncither generates the line nor is gencrated 
by it, so the things following on the Once are not generated from the 
One; for they derive their subsistence from it. Nor yet does it apply in 
an intermediate way between thesc, as if we were to say that the nega- 
tion is. predicated (of the One) in the way of something which is not 
itself receptive of a given characteristic, but is the cause of those things 
in which it resides, being receptive of the asserted charactcristic; as for 
instance, Motion itself does not move, but rather the moved thing 
moves; yet the negation is applied to Motion, for it does not move, 
even though other things move by reason of it. And in general each 
physical attribute is itself free from the relevant characteristic; for it it- 
self; being simple, either exists or does not exist, whereas what expe- 
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riences the experience through it is the composite body. So then, not 
even in this sense are the negations uttered of the Onc; for the One does 
not come to be in any one thing, but although: it is the cause of the as- 
sertions of which we apply to it the negations, it in no way comes to be 
in those things of which it is the cause. 

Indeed, if 1 may state my view in summary, I would say that even as 
the One is the cause of all things, so these negations arc the causes of 
the corresponding assertions. For this reason, all that the Second Hy- 
pothesis, as we have said previously, asserts, is denied by the First; for 
all those positive assertions proceed from these negations, and the 
cause of these is the One, as being prior to all other things. For even as 
the soul, being incorporeal, has produced the body, and as the intellect, 
even though unsouled (because after all it is not a soul) has given sub- 
stance to the soul, even so the One, while not being itself pluralised, 
has given substance to all multiplicity, and although it does not possess 
number, to number, and not possessing shape, to shape, and similarly 
in the case of everything clse; for it is none of the things to which it 
gives substance. For, after all, no other cause is the same as its own 
products. If, then, it is nothing of those things which it produces, and 
it produces everything, it is no one of all things. If, then, we know all 
things through assertions, we reveal the nature of that entity by nega- 
tion from each other thing in the universe, and thus this form of nega- 
tion is productive of the multiplicity of assertions. For instance, the 
lack of shape in the case of the One is not the same as it is in the case of 
Matter, which is viewcd as consisting in privation of shape, but rather 
it is that which generates and produces the order which involves shape. 
In the case of Matter, then, negations are inferior to assertions, since 
they are privations, while the assertions are participations in what Mat- 
ter in itself is deprived of. In the case of real beings, on the other hand, 
negations are coordinate with assertions; for Not-Being does.not par- 
ticipate in essence any less than Being, as is statcd in the Sophist (258b). 
In the case of the One, the negations reveal its superiority as a causal 
principle, and in this respect they are superior to assertions. For this 
reason also the causal principles among those entities following upon 
the One have negations of what is secondary to them predicated truly 
of themselves. For instance, when we say that the Soul neither has the 
power of utterance nor is silent, we do not say these things about it in 
the scnse that we would about stones or pieces of wood or any other 
thing without sensation, but in the sense that it produces voice and si- 
lence in the living being. And again, we talk of Nature as being neither 
white nor black, but colourless and, again, without extension. Do we 
say this, then, in the same way as we would about Matter? By no 
means (for Nature is superior to the things negated of it), but rather in 
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the sense that it produces both colours and every sort of extension. In 
the same way, then, we talk of the Monad as being devoid of number, 
not in the sense of its being inferior to numbers and indefinite, but 
rather in the sensc that it produces and defines numbers—I mean the 
primal Monad, and that which we say possesses all Forms of numbers. 

Everything then, which is negated of the One proceeds from it. For 
it itself must be no one of all other things, in order that all things may 
derive from it, For this reason, it seems to me that often Parmenides 
denies opposite attributes of it, for instance when he says that it is nei- 
ther whole nor part, ncither same nor different, neither static nor in 
motion; for the One transcends all antithesis, rises above all relation, is 
pure from all duality, being itself the cause of all multiplicity and of co- 
ordinate pairs of oppositcs and of the primal dyad and of all relation and 
of all antithesis. For, after all, Naturc is the cause of all corporeal an- 
titheses, and Soul of all life-giving causes, and Intellect of all psychic 
classes of being, and the Onc of all divisions whatsoever (for it is not 
the cause of some and not others). The cause of all antithesis is not itself 
opposed to anything; for in that case there would have to be some other 
cause of this antithesis, and the One would no longer be the cause of all 
things. So then we say that the negations for this reason are productive 
of those which are going to be examined in the Second; for as many as 
the primal entity generates in the First, so many are produced in the 
Second and procced forth in their proper order, and in this way there 
becomes manifest the structured realm of the gods, taking its origin 
from the transcendent henad. 


(v) Why Does Parmenides Not Begin with His Own 
First Principle? 


A fifth matter that one might reasonably investigate after this is how 
it comes about that, whereas Parmenides declared that he would take 
his start from his own One, he begins in fact from the negations of the 
One and not from the assertions of it, although he himself in his Poem 
speaks of it always in terms of assertions and not negations, for he de- 
clares it to be “whole-limbed” and “untremorous”’ (fr. 8.4 DK) and 
says also that itis “necessary” for it to be (fr. 8.30-31) and ‘‘unthinka- 
ble” (fr. 1.32)>? for it not to be, and that he who says that it does not 
exist “fails ofhis purpose” (fr. 2.7-8); for the way which asserts that ‘‘it 


32 *A8éxnrov sounds Parmenidean, but is not found in extant fragments. It may be a 
teference to fr. 1.31-32, ds ra Soxovvra xpiy Soxipas elvas. .. . In that casc, how it is 
best translated is uncertain. The normal meaning ‘‘unexpected” will not serve. If Par- 
menides used the word, he used it in a special, Parmenidean sense—perhaps “not subject 
to opinion (doxa),” or “unthinkable.” 
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is” is the way of persuasion, according to him; while that way which 
says that it is not, ‘‘and that it is necessary that it not be, this I declare 
to you to be a path totally without conviction” (fr. 2.5-6). 

All in all, he directs many epithets at it, writing of it that it is describ- 
able and that it is intelligible (fr. 6.1). How then, when the Parmeni-~ 
dean One has such a nature as this, having said himself that he will be- 
gin his proposed exercise from that Onc, docs he here sct out through 
a series of negative propositions first, the positive versions of which he 
applicd in his poetry to his own One? One must say in answer to this 
problem that even the Stranger in the Sophist (245a), when he set out to 
show, on the basis initially of his own master’s teaching, that the One 
Being is beyond the multiplicity of beings and that for this reason Par- 
menides was right in placing the One Being before thc many, went on 
to inquire whether the Parmenidean One is really One, and whether it 
is the same for it to be One and to be existent, or one thing to be one 
by its own nature, and anothcr thing to be existent. And having raised 
this point, he shows that, if the One Being is a whole of some sort, as 
Parmenides said, and has a beginning and an end, being divided into 
these parts and being ‘“whole-limbed,” necessarily it experiences the 
One as an attribute and participates in the One by being a whole, but is 
not itself, however, the One in the truc sense. The true beginning of 
things, however, should not participate in anything clse, because nec- 
essarily that which participates is secondary to what it participates in, 
inasmuch as it is in need of something else, namely, of that in which it 
strives to participate. So that if one is to follow this thesis, he will deny 
of the One all those propositions that he asserted, who postulated an 
attributive One. 

Parmenides then, as we have said often before, has begun here too 
from his own One, which was attributively One (but looking away 
from it towards the One as itself alone and not as something which has 
oneness as its attribute), viewing the process of participation as one, he 
led the argument on to the pure intuition of the One, and through this 
gained knowledge of all things, necessarily, negatively, such as he had 
applied affirmatively to that which was one attributively, but not the 
very One itself. He actually began the negations from the idea of 
wholeness, by means of which the Eleatic Stranger also showed that 
the Onc had Being as an attribute (the Parmenidean One, that is, not 
the true One), and the first conclusion he comes to is that the One is 
not a whole. Platonists should observe how Parmenides demonstrates 
the same things in this passage through the notion of the One, which 
elsewhere the Parmenidean sage has demonstrated, by developing his 


53 Cf, Damascius’ discussion of this point, De Princ. 13; 1, p. 24.10ff. Ruelle. 
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opinion in the direction of the truth, and should not condemn the First 
Hypothesis as being without content, but should rather inquire of what 


entity that hypothesis is true, and should take their guidance in this 
from Plato. 


(vi) The Status and Purpose of Negations 


This, then, was the reason for this discussion. But perhaps if some- 
one were to go on to ask us this question, whether we use negative 
expressions because of the weakness of human nature, which is unable 
to grasp the simplicity of the One through any positive mental act and 
vision and positively directed knowledge, or whether those things 
which are superior to our souls also know the One analogously 
through negations—to that we would say that Intellect also knows the 
Forms and grasps the objects of intellection by means of intellections 
which are coordinate with them, and this is a type of affirmative 
knowledge, for ‘‘being draws near to being”’;** and what it intelligises, 
itis, and what it says, that it intelligises; so then, what it is, is what in 
some way the Intellect states by means ofits own intellection. Through 
the henad superior to Intellect, on the other hand, it is joined to the 
One, and through this unity it knows the One, knowing Not-Being by 
means of Not-Being; thercfore, it knows the One through negations. 
For it possesses two types of knowledge, the one as Intellect, the other 
as non-intellect; and the one as knowing itself, the other as “being 
drunk,” as someone says,* and inspiring itself with ‘‘nectar”’; and the 
one type it knows as existent, the other as non-existent. So then even 
the much-celebrated Intellect itself has one type of knowledge which is 
negative, and another which is affirmative. If, then, the Intellect and 
the divine souls in virtue of their own summits and unities enjoy ec- 
static communion with the One and are divine souls primarily in virtue 
of this activity, while through their intellectual powers they are in de- 
pendence upon Intellect and dance about it, and in virtue of their noctic 
power they know themselves and their own essence, pure as it is from 
telation with what is below, and develop their own reason-principles, 
while in virtue of their doxastic powers they attain prior knowledge of 
all sensible things and order them suitably; and all these other types of 
knowledge of theirs are affirmative (for they know reality as it is, and 
this is characteristic of affirmation), but by their divinely inspired ac- 
tivity in relation to the One there is in these beings also a negative type 
of knowledge (for it is not what the Onc is that they know, but what it 

* Parmenides, fr. 8.25 D-K. 


ie Plot. Enn. VI, 7.35, with reference to the Symposium myth (203b5). Cf. above, n. 
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is not, in virtue of its superiority to Being; and intellection of what 
something is not is a negation). If, then, both divine souls and the 
much-celebrated Intellect itself know the One through negation, why 
need we condemn our soul for impotence when it strives to express its 
incomprehensibility through negativity? For, as he says himself, there 
is nothing about the first principle such as we normally have cognis- 
ance of. For in truth, as he himself has stated in the Letters (312e), this 
is the cause of all evils for the soul, its seeking after the particular char~ 
acteristics of the first principle and employing reasoning in the attempt 
to know it, whereas in fact one must rouse up the One in us, in order 
that we may, if one may so presume to say, become able to some ex- 
tent, in accordance with our rank, to know like by like. For even as by 
opinion we know the objects of opinion, and as we know by discursive 
intellect (dianoia) the objects of that faculty, and as by the intuitive in- 
tellectual element (noeron) in us we know the object of intellect, even so 
it is by the Onc that we know the One. This is the same as saying that 
it is by Not-Being that we know the One, and this in turn is equivalent 
to saying that it is by negation that we know the One. For Not-Being 
is a negation, although not in the sense of absolute Not-Being; for that 
is Not-Being and, in addition to Not-Being, is nothing, for which rea- 
son it is devoid of all substantiality and is deprived even of unity. It is 
described, at any rate, as “‘not-even Onc” because on top of everything 
clse, it is completely without participation in that which® non-partici- 
pation in makes something entircly without substance; for it (sc. one- 
ness) is the last attribute to leave things; prior to it Being leaves, and 
prior to Being Life, and prior to this Intellection. So that something 
which has no intellection can still live and be, and that which does not 
live can still be, and that which has no being can at least subsist as One; 
but that which is not even one must nccessarily fail of everything, and 
this is the absolutely non-existent. The One that is prior to Being, on 
the contrary, is Not-Being certainly, but it is not nevertheless nothing; 
for since it is one, it is impossible to say that it is nothing. Let us then 
declare it to be Not-Being, and let us cognise it by that in us which is 
similar to it (for there is in us a sort of seed of that Non-Being), and so 
let us call ic ‘‘non-existent’’ as transcending all beings, Jest we be se- 
duced unawares into indefiniteness, and direct ourselves at Not-Being 
through imagination rather than through divine inspiration; for this 
will not only separate us from the One, but also from true knowledge. 

It should be clear from this, then, how negations are proper to the 


56 Reading ov for av of MS, and jettisoning Cousin’s évds. Moerbeke notes thathe can- 
not decipher his text at this point, 
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One, and in what manner all things are denied of it, and that all knowl- 
edge of the One is through negation. 


(vii) Is All That Exists Denied of the Onc? 


The seventh problem that we must investigate is whether all that ex- 
ists is denied of the One, or not all, and if not all, why is there this ran- 
domness of selection and why does it go only as far as it does, and what 
purpose does the discourse have. First of all, perhaps, one should list 
everything that is denied of the One in the First Hypothesis. These are, 
in the order in which they arc given, as follows: 


that it is not many, that it is neither a whole nor a part, that it has neither 
beginning nor middle nor end, that it has no limit, that it is without shape, 
that it is neither in anything else nor in itself, that it is neither at rest nor 
in motion, that it is neither the same as itself nor different, that it is neither 
like nor unlike, that it is neither equal nor greater nor less than itself, that 
it is neither older nor younger than itself, that, since it does not participate 
in time, it in no way participates in generation, that it does not even par- 
ticipate in being, that it is neither nameable nor expressible, that it is nei- 
ther opinable nor knowable. 


These, then, are what are denied of it, in summary. Our task now is 
to decide why only these werc chosen; and if they do not represent all 
beings whatsoever, how they fall short of this and for what reason is 
something worth our while to work out. This problem caused great 
difficulty already to our predecessors. I do not bother to refute those,*” 
first, who have said that what is being denied of the One are the two 
classes of quantity, the discrete and the continuous; for one thing, ac- 
cording to the Pythagoreans and Plato there are not just two classes of 
quantity, since he makes it quite clear in various places (Philebus 55e) 
that the classes of knowledge concerning quantity are three—arithme- 
tic, mensuration, and statics; nor arc all the things quoted of the nature 
of quantity, as for instance, shape, motion, or rest. Nor do I have much 
regard for those who seck to ferret out the ten categorics in this pas- 
sage; for not only the propositions here can be brought under the ten 
categories, but there are many other things also that one could mention 
of which Parmenides has made no use. Or again, ifsome people” want 
to allege that it is the five genera of being which are being made use of 

* Unidentifiable, but presumably Middle Platonic. 

® Albinus could be included here, on the basis of Did., ch. 6, p. 159, 34. Hermann: 
od pig 105 8EKxa Korryopias Ev ze rq Mappsvisn Kai Ev GAdors tréBeue. 

® Plotinus takes the five peyurra yévn of the Sopltist as the categories of the noetic 


world, but nowhere does he specify that they are denied of the One in the First Hypoth- 
esis. Amelius is a possible candidate. 
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here; certainly he had denied thesc of the One, namely Being, Same- 
ness, Otherness, Motion and Rest, but he is not denying these alone, 
but also shape and wholeness and time and number and likeness and 
unlikencss, which are not gencra of Being. 

Those commentators, on the other hand, are most convincing who 
seek to demonstrate that all these things are present in the unit; for the 
unit is many things covertly, both whole and parts, and comprehends 
various shapes, and is present both in itself and in another, as it is pres- 
ent to al] the things that follow from it, and is at rest and in motion, 
simultaneously both remaining in its state and proceeding forth, and 
yet in the proccss of its self-multiplication, never departing from itself; 
and the likeness is also: plain in regard to it, and similarly everything 
else. It is casy to show that thesc things are present in the unit, but it 
must be added to them that the unit is also a representation of Intellect, 
so that all these things are contained even beforchand in Intellect and 
for this reason are denied of the One, because it is above Intellect and 
all intellectual essence. Indeed it is because Parmenides saw all this that 
in his pocm about Real Being he gives it the epithets of sphere and 
whole and same and other; for he describes it both as “like unto the 
bulk ofa sphere, equally balanced in all directions from the middle” (fr. 
8.43-44) and “whole-limbed”’ (fr. 8.4) and “unwavering” (ibid.); so 
that all these characteristics are primarily present in Intellect, and sec- 
ondarily and on the level of image both in the unit and in the whole 
sense-world, but in this latter in a physical way, in the former mathe- 
matically; for the sphere on the intelligible level is Intellect, on the level 
of discursive thought it is the unit, and on the level of sense-perception 
itis this cosmos, which bears within it images of the eternal gods. Only 
thus, then, will those who introduce the unit into the discussion have 
attained the whole truth if they go on from it to Intellect; for there is 
nothing great and remarkable if the One is superior to the unit, secing 
that Intellect is superior to it, but it would be remarkable if it were su- 
perior to Intellect and the totality of the intellectual realm. 

Not even these, however, state the reason why only these character- 
istics are chosen, and not either more or less than those laid down. For 
these are not the only characteristics proper to the unit, but one might 
discover many others as well; for it is both odd and even, and contains 
each of the gencra subordinate to these. They have no clear explana- 
tion, then, as to why only these out of all are chosen. As far as I know, 
only our own master (sc. Syrianus) out of all the commentators, 
closely according with Plato himself in the knowledge of things divine, 

© I take povas here to mean the unit, che number ‘‘one.”’ This class of critics might thus 
be seen as Neopythagoreans—such men as Moderatus ‘or Nicomachus of Gerasa, but 
perhaps also Iamblichus. 
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has seen that all the things in order which he asserts in the Second Hy- 
pothesis he denies in the First, as has been stated often before, but that 
each of these there is a symbol of some divine order, namely Many, 
Whole, Shape, “Being in itself’ and “‘in-another,” and each of the 
others in order; for all things do not become manifest in the same way 
in every order of being, but at one level multiplicity appears, while at 
another some other characteristic of the divine. For as we have learned 
in the Sophist (245a), first of all is the One-Being, sccond is the Whole, 
and third is the All,*! and as we sec in the Phaedrus (247c), following on 
the intelligible gods, first of all there is the “colourless and shapeless 
and intangible essence,”’ second comes colour, third shape, and simi- 
larly in the case of the other characteristics, and in different levels of 
Being we find the manifestation of different things. If, then, all these 
characteristics serve to reveal the level of One-Being, all in order and 
with nothing left out, and the One wishes to place itself beyond all 
beings, then it is reasonable that only these things should be denied of 
the One. How each of these characteristics is allotted to the divine or- 
ders, we willlearn more accurately when we come to study the Second 
Hypothesis. 

So then, what those things are that are denied of the One, and that 
they arc necessarily just this many (for this is just the number of orders 
of real beings), has now been made plain. This much is also now clear, 
that all these characteristics have been taken from the distinctive prop- 
erty of Being, and not from that of Life or of Knowledge; for wishing 
and striving and all suchlike activities arc characteristic of living things, 
while intelligising and thinking things out or exercising sensc-percep- 
tion are proper to knowing subjects, these, however, are common to 
everything that exists at all. So then, all the above-mentioned charac- 
teristics are true both of ensouled and soulless beings, as being conse- 
quents of mere existence, and reasonably so; for the hypothesis was, “If 
there is a One, what follows.” All these things are denicd of the One, 
in order that he may end by denying the very proposition that the One 
‘exists, with the words, “If then there is a One, then this One does not 
exist,” on the grounds that it is superior even to existence; for it is not 
receptive of any of the consequent characteristics of existence, and it 
seems that these are the only characteristics that pertain to beings qua 
being, the ones which are asserted by the Second Hypothesis and are 
denied by the First, and we will not discover any things which are com- 
mon to all beings except these, and of these the first mentioned are 
more general, while these later mentioned are more particular. For this 
reason, by eliminating the earlier ones, he climinates those that follow 


* Cf. the discussion of this triad in PT IIL, 20, pp. 67-73 S-W. 
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them in the hypothesis. He has, thereforc, uncovered in an admirable 
way what follows as consequences as being qua being, and these things 
he has asserted in the Second Hypothesis and has denied in the First, 
wishing to show that the One is beyond beings, through showing that 
it is beyond all the common characteristics of all beings, and these are 
all the things that are denicd of the One in the First Hypothesis, so that, 
if it is non-receptive of thesc, it is also non-reccptive of Being in gen- 
eral. 

If anyone considers that this hypothesis is drawing impossible con- 
clusions, let him recall what is written in the Sophist, where the Eleatic 
Stranger, in putting to the test the doctrine of Parmenides about Being 
and showing that it cannot be One, especially according to Parmenides 
himself, who says that Being is a “whole,” concludes explicitly: “For: 
the truly One should surely be without parts” (245a). But perhaps the 
criticism of Parmenides here is undeserved: for he after all referred to 
“the truly One,” which implies partlessness, which in turn implies not 
having parts; so that all the conclusions of the First Hypothesis dem- 
onstrated in consequence of this follow logically. So it is all true and 
harmonises only with the truly One that is the cause of all beings. And 
the negations do not lead us to the absolutcly non-existent, but rather 
to the One itself in the true sense; for it is illogical that Real Being 
should cxist (and we nced not confine ourselves to Being; there is also 
the truly Equal, and the Beautiful, and each of the other Forms), while 
the truly One should be nowhere at all but be a mere name, that thing 
through which all beings are preserved and have their existence. And if 
it exists, it is plain that it is not many; for it would not be truly Onc if 
it were filled with not-onc-ness; for the many are not one; and if it is 
not many, then it follows that the whole First Hypothesis is valid if one 
accepts this principle, and one should not criticise it as stating impos- 
sibilities. This, then, should settle this question. 


(viii) The Order of the Negations 


The eighth topic which requires examination is that about the order 
of the negations. If, on the one hand, they begin from the highest and 
primary propositions, how does it come about that he first disposes of 
plurality, and only finally of existence and the One itself (after all, the 
One scemis to us to be more noble in status than multiplicity, and Being 
is the most honourable entity among beings)? If, on the other hand, he 
is proceeding from the lowest characteristics, how does it come about 
that he takes up likeness and unlikeness after the genera of Being, and 
also equality and inequality and greater and less; for these are inferior 
in status to the gencra of Being? It is best to say that he starts from the 
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top and proceeds through his negations to the lowest level. For even so 
also in the Phaedrus (247c), where he is denying of the summit of the 
intellectual orders all those which follow in order on it and proceed 
from it, he begins the procedure from the top, first declaring it to be 
without colour and then next without shape and thirdly untouchable; 
for it was ruling over three intellectual triads—the cohesive, which he 
groups under colour, the perfective secondly, which he takes undcr 
shape, and the intellectual, which he has revealed symbolically to us 
under the heading of touch, as has been discussed in my commentary 
on the Palinode“—and these triads have been allotted this order, which 
is that of the negations. Even so, then, in this passage also, the nega- 
tions begin from the top and proceed in accordance with the order of 
the divine realms, of all of which the One is the producer. And let us 
not be surprised that he has left to the end the negation of the Onc itself 
and of existence. If we follow through the whole order of the argu- 
ment, this too will be perfectly clear to us; indeed I think it is already 
plain that, in the casc of affirmative conclusions, onc should begin from 
the classes which are most cognate and demonstrate through these the 
less cognate conclusions which follow from the hypothesis; while in 

the case of negations, one should proceed from the most alien, and 
through these demonstrate that the less alien do not follow from the 
hypothesis; for, as we said, those who employ this method should be- 
gin from the things most familiar. For this reason, then, he first denies 

the Many of the Onc, and when this has first been denied there follows 

all those things in order such as he denies between the Many and the 
One; last of all comes Oneness itself, which in position is most akin to 

it, but is participated in by Being, and for this reason is “‘a one” (hen ti), 

and therefore, not simply One. It was necessary, then, since the con- 
clusions were negative, for the beginning of the whole hypothesis to be 

“not Many,” and the end to be ‘‘not One.” 


(ix) What Is It That Is Denied First? 


Having sorted this out, the ninth question that wé must examinc is 
what it is that is denied here first. He himself says that the One is ‘‘not 
many”; itis “many,” then, that he first denies of the One. Whcre, then, 
are these “many,” and what is the multiplicity which the Onc is not? 
There are some commentators who say that it is the Many on every 
level that he is denying of the One because the One transcends all mul- 
tiplicity both intelligible and sensible; therefore, the One is not any 


® Cf. the discussion in PT LV, 12. 
® Nor extant, but cf. PTLV, 12. 
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multiplicity, either intelligible or sensible. But we would ask them to 
recall that in the Second Hypothesis the Many are also asserted of the 
One; what sort of sensible multiplicity, then, are we to see in that hy- 
pothesis? For everything there is being said of real beings, because the 
One there is equated to Being. 

Other commentators more august than these“ wish the multiplicity 
denied of the Onc to be intellectual multiplicity; for the primal One is 
without multiplicity, they argue, whereas Intellect is One-Many, and 
Soul is One and Many, held together by the conjunction® by reason of 
its divisibility, while body is Many and One, as being divided, and 
thus characterised by multiplicity, and Matter is Many alone. This 
“Many,” then, removes the intellectual multiplicity from the first 
cause, in order that it may be One alone and superior to Intellect. We 
would ask these commentators, though, what it is they mean here by 
“intellect.” If they mean Intellect proper, which is secondary to the In- 
telligible, it is not only the One that is beyond the intellectual multi- 
plicity, but the Intelligible also, inasmuch as it is superior to Intellect. 
If, however, it is the whole intelligible realm that thcy are calling Intel- 
lect, they are ignorant of the basis of distinction within the divine 
realms and the measured procession of the generation of beings. 

However, other commentators more divinely inspired even than 
these, dismissing sensible multiplicity and not even accepting intel- 
lectual multiplicity, declare that far prior to intellectual numbers there 
are the intclligible monads, from which there has appeared all the in- 
tellectual multiplicity arranged in its many orders; it is that multiplic- 
ity, then, which is removed from thc One, that is to say, the intelligi- 
ble, inasmuch as it is next after the One, which the intellectual is not. 
Nor is this to be wondered at, if the One transcends intellectual mul- 
tiplicity, seeing that the intelligible monads also rise superior to it. This 
doctrine, then, is divine in its ascent to more simple causal principles; 
one must also, however, bear in mind® that among the intelligibles 
there are many orders, and, as the theologians tell us in song,® there 


* Possibly Porphyry, if the first set can be taken to be Middle Platonist commentators. 
The distinctions made here accord with those of Plotinus in Enn. V, 1.8. 

% Reading ro cwbéopy Sedeioav for MS rav ovrSécpw dendeicav (West.). 

% Probably lamblichus, whom Proclus elsewhere (c.g. In Tim. 1, 156.31) refers to a5 
proceeding “in an inspired manner’ (é»6eacruxws), and contrasts with Porphyry as 
speaking “rather more with insight’’ (sornedrspov, In Tim. I, 204.26). The mencon of 
“intelligible monads” here accords with lamblichus' attested doctrine in Damascius, Jn 
Phileb. 105, p. 49-51 Westerink (= [ambl. Zn Phileb. fr. 4 Dillon) that the “‘monads of the 
Forms” reside at the level of the primary or “pure” Intellect (which is the Intelligible). 

@ This sounds like an amplification of Syrianus, but possibly comes from Proclus 
himself. 

Triads are certainly a characteristic feature of Chaldaean theology (e.g. ffs. 2.3, 22, 
23, 27, 28 Des Places), but no extant fragment mentions three triads as such. On noetic 
triads, cf. PT II, 24-26. 
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are three triads among them, which we shall reveal clearly as they are 
exemplified in the Second Hypothesis; there are also among the intel- 
ligible-and-intellectual an analogous number of triads to these. If, then, 
this is the case, it is obvious that this “Many” here is to be assumed to 
be in the primal and intelligible multiplicity; for this “Many”, qua 
Many, is generated only from the One, and from this Many the triadic 
format proceeds downwards to the lowest grade of being, manifesting 
itself in the intellectual realm, in the supra-cosmic, and in the sensible, 
and everything which on any level partakes in Being participates in this 
triad. For as one of the gods says (Or. Chald. fr. 22 DP): 


For the intellect of the Father declared that all things be divided in 
threes 

and He nodded his assent to this, 

and all things were so divided. 


This, then, is the primal multiplicity, the intelligible, which stands 
forth manifest from the One, which he would seem first to deny of the 
One; and some commentators, ascending as far as this level, have iden- 
tified the highest point of it with the One.” Either, then, the Many 
which are now being denied of the One are to be placed for this reason 
in the intelligible multiplicity, or in the foremost multiplicity on the 
level of the intellectual-and-intelligible; for the many henads, they say, 
are not situated among the intelligible gods, but rather in those directly 
beneath them. For there is onc henad to each intelligible triad;” a mul- 
tiplicity of henads is discernible first in the first rank of the intelligible- 
and-intellectual, as will also become plain in the Second Hypothesis 
from what we will demonstrate there.” For the present, then, let us 
take it that Plato removes the One from the whole multiplicity of he- 
nads as generating them and bringing them to existence, and he does 
this by taking as a first premise, following the common concepts estab- 
lished within us, that the Onc is not Many. So he begins his negations 
from this position, in which the primal multiplicity of henads has ap- 
peared from the first henad. Where the primal multiplicity of henads 
occurs, as we have said, will be made plain by the Second Hypothesis. 
The argument will show, at any rate, that it is in the first rank of the 
intelligible~and-intellectual gods, and not in those that are celebrated as 
solely intelligible; even if there is multiplicity among them also, it is 


® Cousin’s supplements are unnecessary here. Instead, delete 4 (line 33) (West.). 

® This could refer to Porphyry, who is reported by Damascius (De Princ. 43, 1, p. 86 
Ruelle) as equating the first principle of all things with the Father of the noetic triad, but 
might also refer to Origen the Platonist, cf. n. 46, above. 

* For the general principle, cf. ET, props. 21 and 125, 

™C£ PT II, 12, p. 66 S-W: “Multiplicity is met with initially at the summit of the 


Frimal intellectual gods and in their intelligible ‘watchtower,’ as the Second Hypothesis 
will teach us.” 
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therc in another mode, and not in such a way that the Onc should also 
be Many, but in such a way that the Many should be One; for it is plain 
that the contradictory of the statement that the One is not Many is that 
the One is Many, and the contradictory of the statement that One- 
Being is Many is that One-Being is not Many, so that if he said that 
One-Being was not Many, this Many we would have assumed to be of 
the class of intelligible Manys. But since he said that the One was not 
Many, we will situate this “Many” wherever it is first shown that the 
One is Many, and not One-Being. ‘This will be shown to be after the 
intelligible orders, as we said, and among the so-called intelligible-and- 
intellectual orders of gods, at which point the argument shows the One 
and Being being pluralised separatcly, and will remove the intelligible 
multiplicity itself from the Onc last, linking the end to the beginning 
at the place where he demonstrates that the One is neither One-Being 
nor Being,” as we will learn at the relevant place (141d12). 


II. DETAILS OF THE TEXT 


So much, then, about that. We must now turn to examine the details of 
the text, in order to connect it also with the consideration of the subject 
matter. The first thing to be said is that Parmenides does not think that 
the statement that the One is not Many requires cither proof or argu- 
ment to support it, but he has assumed it on the basis of our common 
and uncorrupted intuition (koiné . . . ennoia); for in our speculations 
about the first principle we should especially stimulate the common in- 
tuitions, since everything is naturally and unaffectedly related to it, 
both what opcratcs according to intellect and what operates only ac- 
cording to naturc. And, in general, the beginning of every process of 
proof must be the indemonstrable, and common intuitions must come 
before demonstrations, as the geometers also assert. Now nothing is 
more familiar or obvious to us than the statement that the One is not 
Many, for which reason he assumed this as not requiring introduction 
or further argument. It is assumed on the basis of common intuition 
that the One is not Many; if one is to demand some argument for this 
also, we may say that in all cases each thing which is anything primally 
transcends what is as it were its opposite, and is purely what it is; and 
so even as, for instance, the primally Beautiful is never not beautiful 
and real Being is never also not existent, so also the primal One js never 
also Many. This One, then, is only Onc and not also a multiplicity. For 
if there is some sort of multiplicity in it, it will be a thing unified and 


74 Reading ovve [rd] &v dy (otre Sv) to bring the text into line with 141d12 (76 & tts 
Ev Zo7L» obte Err), which seems to be what is being referred to here (West.). 
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not One in the simple sense; but prior to what is unified there must be 
the unifying agent, even as prior to that which is given form must be 
that which gives form. So there would be, then, something beyond the 
One which is itself first, which is impossible. If that in turn were to 
have multiplicity, we would have to seek something else prior to it, 
and either we will proceed to infinity, or we will discover that which is 
only One and declare that that is absolutely the sole causal principle. 
The unified multiplicity is akin to the first principle, but it is not the 
first principle; the One, then, is not Many, but the cause of the Many; 
for it is not-many in such a way as, not being many, to be the gener- 
ating principle of the Many. 

This, then, may be said about the negation which, as has been said, 
was accepted on the basis of common sense. We must now rather in- 
vestigate this question, what sort of One Parmenides is assuming when 
he says, “if One exists.” For if it is his own One, the statement ‘‘then 
the One would not be Many” is false; for the One-Bcing is Many. But 
if it is the primal, unparticipated One, then the conclusion is true, but 
this is not the Parmenidean One; for that was One-Being. But as has 
been said before, let us also recall now that when he.announced that he 
would take as his hypothesis his own One, and having hypothesised 
this by saying “‘if it exists’’ (for the term “exists” is properly said of 
this), making use only of the concept of “One,” he goes on to ascend 
from this to the Onc itself, which is neither Many nor any of the other 
things that exist; for taking the One-Being as a whole, at one stage he 
strains his intellect towards the One, using the term “exists” only in so 
far as its appearance is necessary to make a statement at all, and discov- 
ers the cause prior to the Onc-Being, while at another stage he puts 
equal emphasis on both parts and unfolds the whole multiplicity of di- 
vine Being down as far as the lowest level, while at yet another stage 
he puts primary emphasis on the term “exists,” employing the term 
“the Onc” simply in order not to deprive Being of Oneness and thus 
reveal it as nothing, and makes manifest the entity which follows upon 
divine Being. It is possible for the One not to partake of Being, but it 
is not possible for Being not to partake of Onencss. For itis possible for 
Not-Being to subsist, for the One is of this nature, but that which is 
not even One is, so to speak, helpless to exist in any way, being com- 
pletely deprived of unity. So then, from the One-Being one may pro- 
ceed either upwards or towards itself or downwards; on the upward 
path the Onc itself in the truest sense appears, having transcended all 
Being, for which reason he deprives it in the last place also of the prop- 
Osition “the One exists,’’ on the grounds that not even this is suitable 
to the One. 

So much, then, on this subject. The beginning of the First Hypoth- 
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esis makes clcar the enthusiasm of the speaker, with all his striving to- 
wards the subject and his directing of the listener towards it. For this 
expression “‘come now” is of a nature to arouse the soul and lead it up- 
wards, not allowing us, as it were, to go to sleep in face of the inquiry 
about to be undergone, nor to approach it filled with sluggishness, al- 
most saying that which is said by the gods, that “a releasing of the god 
is the sluggish mortal / who tends to this realm” (Or. Chald. fr. 141 
DP).” For, if we are to approach the One by means of these negative 
conceptions and to emancipate ourselves from our accustomed ways of 
thought, we must strip off the varicry of life and remove our multifar- 
lous concerns, and render the soul alone by itself, and thus expose it to 
the divine and to the reception of divinely inspired power. in order that 
having first lived’> in such a way as to deny the multiplicity within our- 
selves, we may thus ascend to the undifferentiated intuition of the One. 

This, however, is obvious. But one might raise the problem why he 
does not, as in the case of all the other pairs of opposites—for instance, 
Same and Different, ‘‘at rest’’ and “in motion’’—remove also from the 
truly One not just Many but One, but rather has only proposed this 
much, that it is not Many, and has not gone on from this to demon- 
strate that it is not One, in order that it might be shown to be pure from 
all opposites, since it is neither able to be both (for it would not be the 
One if it were both), nor is it at odds with either one; for in that case 
we would need a prior One which would make it and the other One. 
We may say in answer, on the logical level, that he had to preserve the 
hypothesis from which the argument takes its start. This hypothesis is, 
“if chere is a One,”’ and it follows from this that one should conclude 
the proposition that “it is not Many”’ (for the concept of “one” rejects 
multiplicity), and it does not follow from this that “itis not One,” even 
though it is a different One which is opposite to multiplicity; and if it 
is possible to remove this from the truly One, which is what he will do 
at the end (for he will deny the proposition “that it is one” along with 
denying that “‘it is’ (141¢10-11), but ic was not possible to use it as an 
assumption in the same way as he used the assumption that it is not 
Many, because the argument had to in every case proceed from indis- 
putable premises and not from those which themselves required argu- 
ment. This, after all, was one exhortation made to those who proposed 
to enter upon this exercise. 

% Emending és 7a8° Exww to és rade veto as Cousin suggests (but Lewy’s és rad" Sxov 
(vovv) would be acceptable as well). The verse seems to refer to the belief, in theurgy, 
that a slackening of attention (or attention to mortal things) on the part of the practitioner 
ofa rite serves to release the god who has been summoned up from his or her compulsion 
to perform. {[fso, that is not how Proclus is understanding the verse here. 


% Reading tjoapres for yrirarres (West.), which makes unnecessary Cousin’s ad- 
dition of 7d & in line 36. 
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On the logical level then, as I said, we may make this reply. If, how- 
ever, we look to the realities, we may say that that One which has 
Many opposed to it is in any case involved with multiplicity, even as 
sameness is with otherness, and it is not a One that is exempt from 
multiplicity, even as there is no multiplicity without unity. For that 
One is inherent in multiplicity, thanks to which multiplicity expcri- 
ences oneness as an attribute. So then, Parmenides has denied Many of 
the One and has passed over that One as being denied along with it; for 
if that One were one in thc true sense, it would not only be Not-Many, 
but also Many, inasmuch as it coexists with Many, and though in itself 
it is not Many, incidentally it would be Many, and nowhere would we 
have that which is simply Not-Many, but only thae which is in a way 
Not-Many, and that although in every case our thought demands that 
prior to what is in a way somcthing therc should be that which is sim- 
ply that thing, and refuses to take its start from those things which are 
only what they are in a way; for this rcason, it postulates the intelligible 
Forms also prior to sensible objects, secking for things which are ab- 
solutely what they arc prior to those things which exist in a way and 
have the same names as thcy. Assuming, then, that the One is not 
Many, and taking this Not-Many as being simply Not-Many, it is rea- 
sonable that he should not have been expected to remove also that One 
which was in a way Not-Many and not simply so. 

Proceeding from this, then, to the realities,”° we declare that this is 
the One which he said in the Sophist (245a) to be truly One, being part- 
less and different from that which has One as an attribute, and in the 
Letters (II, 312e) the first of all things, to which one should not apply 
the question, “What sort is it?”’ For everything that is qualified is not 
what it is absolutely—for example, that which is qualifiedly beautiful 
or qualifiedly equal; quality, being a charactcristic, makes something 
beautiful or equal in a particular way, so that quality is not to be applied 
to the One in the essential and absolute sense, in order that it may not 
become a particular kind of One instead of the Onc itself. If, then, the 
One Itself and the primal entity are the same, and the primal entity is 
God, it is plain that the One Itself and God are the same, and that is not 
some particular God, but God Himself (autotheos). Those, then, who 
say that the first God is Demiurge or Father are not correct;” for the 
Demiurge and the Father is a particular god. This is obvious, for not 
every god is demiurge or father, whereas the first principle is simply 
God and all gods are gods through it, but only some, such as are dem- 
iurges, through the Demiurge, and fathers, through the primary Demi- 

76 This refers us back to the course of the discussion before the aporia raised at 1095.2. 


” This criticism is probably directed at Origen the Platonist. Cf. PT Ul, 4, and S-W, 
vol. If, Intro., pp. xff. 


443 


1097 


1098 


BOOK VI 


urge or Father. Let the One then be termed simply God, as being the 
cause for all gods of their being gods, but not for some particular gods, 

as for instance demiurgic or paternal or any other particular type of 
godhead, which is a type of qualified divinity, not divinity in the sim~ 
ple sense. For this reason he condemned in the Letters (II, 312e) the 
practice of asking of the first principle, ‘‘What sort is it?” in order that 
we might not make the first principle some particular thing instead of 
being simply what it is. For it is valid to predicate the qualified animal 
of a particular animal, but not of animal in the absolute sense; for 
everything absolute is unqualified, as being prior to differentiation, 

which is what makes it possess a particular something, and not abso- 

lutely that thing; for the particular animal is a qualified animal. 

We gather, then, from this that the first principle and the One are the 
same. Let us add that this is also the Good in the Republic (VI, 509c), 
beyond existence and being, as it is described there, and which is supra- 
essential; for the One and the Good arc the same, if at least, as itis stated 
in the Phaedo (99c),”* the Good is that which holds everything together, 
and that which holds everything together is the same as the One. Ifit is 
not the same, then either it is beyond the One, or it is nothing, orit is 
not One, and cach of these alternatives is absurd, so the first principle 
is that which is truly One and the king of all and the Good. 


“So then, neither is there any part of it, nor should it be a whole.” “Ob- 
viously.” “‘A part is a part of a whole?” “Yes.” “How about a whole? 
Ts it not the fact that a whole would be that from which no part is absent?” 
“Yes indeed.” “In either way, then, the One would be composed of parts, 
both as being a whole and as having parts.” “Necessarily.” (137c) 


The first thing negated of the One, then, is “that the One is not 
Many.” For on the primal level the Onc is generative of the Many, 
secing as the primal Multiplicity itself proceeds forth from the One as 
the summit of all things. The second negation after this is “that the One 
ncithcr is a whole, nor docs it have parts’’; for the One gencrates this as 
a second order of being after the primal Multiplicity which he denied 
first of the One. 

In order that we may apprehend this most clearly, let us deal with it 
first on the logical level. What we mean will be made plain correctly to 
someone who approaches the text from this angle. So then, this much 
is plain to everyone, is it not, that when a syllogism derives the validity 
of the negation of the consequent from the negation of the premises, 
the premise is the morc general concept? For instance, in the proposi- 


78 Here we find the principle stated indirectly, in chat Socrates accuses his physicist 
predecessors of not belicving this; but this must be what Proclus is referring to. 
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tion, “If something is not an animal, it is not a man; but it is not an 
animal; therefore, it is not a man,” we see that animal is more general 
than man. How else, indeed, would it in being denied also involve the 
denial of the other term, if it did not have a more general force? Even 
among terms which are said to be coextensive,” there is a certain su- 
periority of terms that cause the negation of other terms over those 
other terms, in this very respect of initiating the negation of the other 
and through itself demolishing the other, even if not on a quantitative 
level, then at Icast in virtue of its potency. Let this, then, be taken as 
agreed, that in negative syllogisms, when through the denial of the 
premise we negate the consequent, and thus draw a negative conclu- 
sion for the syllogism, the premise is of greater potency; and when 
through the denial of the consequent we negate also the premise, it is 
the consequent that is the more powerful. And in general that which 
by its own negation also negates its partner, whether it be premise or 
consequent, is more dominant and powerful than the other. 

Let this, then, be one point of agreement. The second principle, sim- 
ilar to this, is that everything which is more comprehensive in its 
power than something else may reasonably be concluded to be nearer 
the One; for since the One itself is, if we may use the expression, the 
most comprehensive of all things, and nothing is outside the One, not 
even if you cite privation and the most feeble of things—if they subsist 
at all, they are to some cxtent one—it is necessary that whatever is 
nearer to the One is more comprehensive than what is further from it, 
imitating in this the uncircumscribed causality and unlimited superi- 
ority of the One. Even so Being, in that it is more comprehensive than 
Life and Intellect, is nearer than the One, and Life is nearer than Intel- 
lect. 

So then let these two axioms be regardcd as established, and let us 
see how Parmenides concludes on this basis that the One is neither a 
whole nor has parts, and let us follow his line of reasoning. If it is a 
whole, he says, or has parts, then the One will be Many; but it is not 
Many, as has been said previously; so it will not then be a whole, nor 
will it have parts. And if the One is not Many, then neither is it a whole 
nor does it have parts. In both these lines of reasoning the negation of 
parts and whole follows from the negation of Many; for we established 
that that which along with itself negates also its partner in syllogisms is 
more powerful and comprehensive; and what is more comprehensive 
is nearer to the One; so this ““Many’’ is nearer to the One than parts and 


: ® Proclus presents 2ferdZew as a technical term of logic, but it does not seem to occur 
in the surviving frag ments of the Stoics. Cf, however, Asclep. in Metaph. 381.31, where 
itseems first €o occur, and Proclus In Remp. 1, 29.28, where it is used, similarly, of equiv- 
alent expressions. 
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whole. For after all, parts are many, while many are not in all cases 
parts, so that “many” is a more comprehensive concept than parts; 
therefore, it ranks above parts. “‘Many,” then, holds first rank among 
beings, and second comes whole and parts, and for this reason the One 
produces the former first, and the latter second, through Many; always 
primary entities in proceeding forth produce those following on them 
together with their own causal principles. If, then, the negations gen- 
erate the affirmations, it is plain that the first negation gencrates. the 
first, and the second the second; the Many, therefore,*’ is more general 
than that which is a whole and has parts; for what if the Many were 
infinite, while that which has parts would in all cases be composed of a 
finite number of parts? So that if somcthing has parts, it will be in need 
of Manyness, but if it is a multiplicity it is not necessarily a whole. And | 
observe the geometrical order in this, how the proposition that the One 
is not Many has been taken as an axiom and as a common intuition, 
whereas the proposition that it is neither a whole nor has parts is estab- 
lished by means of that common intuition; and again the proposition 
that ic has neithcr beginning nor end is established by means of the 
proposition before it, and so on in order throughout, following the 
truly “golden chain” of beings,*! among which everything derives 
from the One, but some immediately, others through one intermedi- 
ary, others throtigh two, and others through morc than two, but all 
alike from the One. 

In this way, then, on the logical level, these Many are shown to be 
correctly ranked as prior to the whole and the parts. If you wish, 
though, let us consider the question from the perspective of metaphys- 
ical reality also. The Many qua Many have a single cause, the One. For 
every multiplicity springs from no other source than the Once, seeing 
that even the multiplicity of beings, in so far as they are beings, derives 
from Being, while in so far as they are a multiplicity, they derive from 
the One. For if multiplicity sprang from any other cause than the One, 
necessarily that cause would be in turn either One, or nothing, or not 
One; but if it were nothing, it would not be possible for it to be a cause; 
and again, if it were Not-One, being Not-One it would differ in no 
way from the Many, whercas a cause must in every case differ from 
what derives from it. The remaining possibilities, then, are either that 
the Many be causeless and unrelated to one another and infinite infi- 
nitely-multiplied, having within them no One; or the Once is the cause 
of Being for the Many; for either it is not the case that cach of the Many 


® A small lacuna in the Greek MS, filled from Latin. 

*1 For the concept of the Golden Chain, derived from Zeus’ speech in Iliad 8.194f., cf. 
in Tim. 1, 314.1766, and below, Bk. VII, 48.24, with Klibansky’s note ad loc. in his edi- 
tion. ET, props. 21-30, sets out Proclus’ doctrine of seirai. 
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is one nor the totality of them all, and thus the Many will be infinite 
infinitely-multiplied or cach will be one, but the totality of them all 
will not be one, and they will have no relation to one another (for if 
they were related they would necessarily partake in One); or the other 
way about, and each individual will be infinite infinitely-multiplied 

since it will partake in no One, or both will partake of One, and there 
must be prior to them something to give unity to both parts and whole, 

which itself has neither whole nor part; or again this too will be lacking 
oneness, and so to infinity, or we will arrive at the One, before whole 
and parts. In addition to this, if there were any other cause of the Many 
besides the One, there would not have been a multiplicity of henads, 

which the Onc produces while maintaining its oneness.* 

If, then, there are many henads, the causc of their manyness, in so far 
as they arc many, is the One; for the One is the primary cause of he- 
nads, which is why they are called henads, and the multiplicity of 
beings derives from the multiplicity of henads, so that every multiplic- 
ity is from the One. Whole and parts, on the other hand, are proper to 
the realm of beings; for if we take the One Being as a whole, it is surely 
plain that it is a whole in conjunction with Being, and if we take it as 
the One in a participated state, in this case also it is certainly in com- 
munion with Being, and if we regard it solely as Being, in this capacity 
too it is a substance. If, then, Whole and Part are in some way beings 
cither cssentially, or by participation, then these too are produced from 
the One, but also from Being, if indeed Wholc and Part are beings. 

This, then, is what Parmenides meant when he placed them in the 
One Being, saying, ““The One Being is itself a whole and has parts,”” 
and making Being dependent on the Onc, and seeing the Whole in the 
One Being, and thus reasonably making the Whole a particular aspect 
of Being. Everything, then, which partakes of essential wholeness, also 
partakes of essence; but not everything which partakes of essence also 
partakes of wholeness. For the very parts of Being, in so far as they are 
parts, while partaking in essence, do not partake in wholeness in so far 
as they are what they are. If this is the case, then essence is beyond es- 
sential wholeness; the essential whole, then, partakes of essence and is 
not the same as essence. And so, then, if there is such a thing as unitary 
wholeness, it partakes of the One, and the unitary part necessarily par- 
takes of the One, but it is no longer necessarily a whole—that is ac- 
tually impossible in so far as it is a part; but whole and part are either 
essential or unitary (for whole and part occur both among essences and 
among henads). The One, therefore, is beyond Whole and Part and 


® Accepting Saffrey’s conjecture (vapév)ws for ds in 1101.3. As emended, thisisause- 
ful.statement of the One's relation to the henads. Cf. ET, prop. 132. 
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things essential and things unitary. And not only this, but the Many 
also is prior to Whole and Part; for cither of these is necessarily in a way 
many, as we have shown, but Many taken in the primal sense partakes 
only of the One. The Many is, therefore, prior to Whole and Part. 

That is the way, then, in which we must go about our demonstra- 
tion. But we must also examine thc truth of these proofs. If they are 
really proofs, they will show that cvery whole necessarily holds to- 
gether some multiplicity. All wholeness, then, contains some sugges- 
tions of its own parts. The wholeness that is in the part is necessarily 
also ranked with the part, and is not only a whole, but also a part; while 
that wholeness which arises from the parts is composed from its own 
parts; and that wholeness which is prior to its parts contains the causal 
principles of the parts, and so also of multiplicity. In no way, therefore, 
will the One be a whole. For if every whole is involved with multiplic- 
ity, and the One is without multiplicity, then the Onc will not be a 
whole. Again, the part is a part of somcthing else, so that that which 
possesses parts possesses multiplicity; for every part desires to make 
one complete thing along with other parts; and these others are clearly 
Many. If, then, the One partakes of no multiplicity, and that which 
posscsses parts possesses multiplicity, it is obvious that the One itself 
would not have parts. But it has been shown that it is not a whole 
either; the One is, therefore, neither a whole nor something which has 
parts; for whether it is a whole or has parts, it is Many; but it is not 
Many; so neither is it a whole nor does it have parts. 

You see, then, that this is the first thing proved through the fact of 
not being Many, even as in the realm of Being wholeness is produced 
through the primal multiplicity. Now, proof through a cause is the 
most authoritative kind of proof. If, then, the whole exists through the 
Many, not being many is in turn the cause of not being a whole, and 
the solitariness of the One is exempt from both of these. This was just 
what the Eleatic Stranger was showing (Soph. 244e), that the truly One 
could not be—I mcan, a whole. For he says that there is nothing to pre- 
vent wholeness having ‘‘one” as an attribute, but it was impossible for 
it to be the One itself. The same thing as he was demonstrating there, 
in demonstrating that the Parmenidean One is not One in the truest 
sense, he has proved hcre by showing that the truly One is not a whole, 
making the first principle advanced here the contrary of the proof 
there; for there he showed that, if something is a whole, it is not truly 
One, while here he shows that, if something is truly One, it is not a 
whole. So either one must disbelieve that that passage is true Platonic 
doctrine, or one must accept this passage also, and hold that according 
to Plato this is the first principle of all, and that the truly One is the pti- 
mal entity. 
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So much for this, then. But, if the whole and that which has parts in 
some way appear to be the samc thing, this should occasion no sur- 
prise. For we may view it both as unified and as articulated (diakekri- 
menon). In its unified aspect we term it a whole, while as articulated we 
describe it as having parts. The Once is neither unified, and so is not a 
whole, nor is it articulated, so that it does not possess parts; for whether 
it was unified or articulated, in either case it would be Many; for the 
unified is a multiplicity dominated by the Onc, whereas the Once itself 
is beyond all multiplicity, both that which is regarded as unified, and, 
far more so, that which is articulated. 

So much for that, then. It remains for us to address the problem 
whether Parmenides denies these things of the One by taking what is 
not true for it in relation to itself, or in relation to others. For this latter 
has been the view of some commentators, who arguc that the Many 
are other in relation to the One, and that these arc being denied of the 
One, and the same goes for Whole and Shape and all the rest. The phi- 
losopher makes it plain, however, at che beginning of the hypothesis, 
that he is taking these characteristics as not following for the One in 
relation to itself: for that it is without multiplicity and that it is not a 
whole we see in relation to itself, even if none of the others existed; in 
the case of the middle epithets he is examining, such as are not true of 
the One cither in relation to itself or to others, as for instance that it is 
neither the same as itself nor different from itself, nor the same as 
others nor different from others, and neither like nor unlike in the same 
way, and neither in contact nor apart similarly. Atthe end, on the other 
hand, he considers such attributes as are not true of the One solely in 
relation to others, sceing that it is shown there that it is neither expres- 
sible nor opinable nor knowable, nor cognisable in any way by any of 
the others, but is transcendent from the others by itself, from both 
modes of cognition and objects of cognition, if onc may so express it, 
remaining by itself ranked with none of the others, but unbounded in 
all respects. And so when he says that the One is not Many, he is not 
saying that the others besides the One arc not the One, as though he 
were denying those of the One, but he is merely saying that it does not 
possess multiplicity in itself, and that the One is not, together with 
being One, also Many, but that it is solely Onc and essentially One, 
pure of all multiplicity. For when, in the Second Hypothesis, he pro- 
ceeds to assert that the One is Many, denying that it is without multi- 
plicity and solely One and thus neither a Whole nor having parts, he 
treats the One there in relation to itself. 


© This aporia is based on the distinction made in 136a. As to who these commentators 
are, we have no clue, but they are presumably Neoplatonist. 
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“In either case, then, the One would be Many, and not One.” “True.” 
“But it has to be not Many, but One.” “Yes it must.” “So then, the One 
will neither be a whole nor have parts, if it is to be One.” “No indeed.” 
(137cd) 


Here he sums up for us the whole proof which we have just been dis- 
cussing, and it would be perhaps appropriate now to remind ourselves 
of it. The One is not Many; a whole is Many; so, therefore, the One is 
not a whole; and again: the Onc is not Many; that which has parts is 
Many; so then, the One does not have parts. There is a syllogism, then, 
here in the second figure, to the effect that the One does not have parts. 
We can also construct an hypothetical syllogism as follows: if the One 
is a whole, it has parts; if the One has parts, it is Many; but the One is 
not Many; therefore, it is not a whole, nor does it have parts. 

And bchold here the carefulness of Plato, in that he did not say that 
the One was partless, but that it did not have parts; for being partless is 
not the same thing as not having parts. This lattcr may be said of the 
One, but “partless” cannot be unequivocally said of it; for what is part- 
less on occasion exhibits a sort of nature and a kind of form, or rather 
it is none other than a unitary form, and it is nothing else than what 
Timaeus calls “‘undivided” (35a1). Timaeus, at any rate, in that passage 
plainly means the same thing without distinction by undivided (ame- 
riston) and partless (ameres) as we find written at the beginning of the ac- 
count of the creation of the soul (35a5). In the Sophist also (245a8) he 
calls the truly One partless when he says, “For presumably the truly 
One must be partless,” mcaning by “‘partless” here the same as what in 
this passage he has designated “not having parts,” so that if there is 
something that has no parts, according to him it is “partless”’; but it 
does not follow that if something is partless, it therefore has no parts, 
if in the case of each of the genera of being therc is one that is partless, 
another divided into parts, and another median between the two. So, 
for instance, the point is partless, as not having parts, in the way that 
there would be parts of something specially extended, butit is not part- 
less in the absolute sense, as having nothing that could be called a part; 
for the definition of the point is made up of certain components, and all 
the elements comprising it hold the rank of parts in relation to that 
which is comprised of them. Similarly the monad, because it is not 
made up of distinct parts as is every number derived from it, (is part- 
less)**; but because it is comprised of certain elements which make it a 
monad and make it differ from a point, one would not be wrong in call- 
ing these components of the definition of the monad “parts”; for those 
things that make up the definition of each form are assuredly parts of 


™ Accepting Taylor's addition dpepys serv. 
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it, and it is made up of them as of parts, and it is a whole experiencing 
oneness only as an attribute, but not being the Onc itself, whereas only 
that which is simply Onc is composed neither of continuous parts nor 
of distinct ones nor of component ones® being solely One and simply 
One, not something unified. 

All this could not be otherwise. But I sce here a great fuss being 
stirred up by those who think that these negations lead us into the ab- 
solute non-existent or something such, since by reason of the lack of 
definition our imagination does not have anything definite to grasp 
onto, inasmuch as nothing is proposed to it, but everything absolutely 
is removed from the One, and for this reason they are persuaded that 
one must establish some nature and characteristic for the One. Various 
commentators make this assumption.** Some proceed upwards from 
Intellect and intellectual Being to the Onc, and want to place above In- 
tellect “‘Intellectuality” (nootés), as being something simpler than Intel- 
lect, and as it were the condition of intclligising taking place. For, they 
say, activities are prior to essences, as being more unitary than them, 
and so prior to Intellect they rank that which intelligises, not calling 
this the active agent, but rather the cause of activity as causing intellec- 
tion, as if one were to speak of the ensouling or moving agent. And 
prior to this again they place the thought (noéma), and this they claim 
to be the first as being most partless, even as a movement (kinéma) is 
more so than the moving agent. And they do not do this in this area 
only, but in the case of cach of the Forms, so that they always end up 
with similar entities,®’ 1 mean for example “goodity,” “beauty-ness,” 
“virtue-ness,”’ ‘‘samcity,”’®* and similar constructions to these, and 
every such entity they claim to be One. Onc must ask them whether 
all these many things differ from one another in nature, or in name 
alone, For if they differ in name alone, they do not say what the One 
is, as they set out to do, but they babble emptily about the most divine 
class of things; whcreas if these things differ from one another in es- 
sence, they would be leaving a multiplicity in the Onc, although Plato 
denies this before all other things unequivocally of the One. And whcre 
did they get these names from, in any case, and what theologians are 
they following who placc essences second to activities? For Plato and 

® Translating cyprinpovvrwy ard. The meaning is “‘parts’” which, as in the case of 
themonad, go to make up its definition. 

® On the whole passage 1106. 1-1 108.19, sce Hadot's translation and discussion in Por- 
phyre et Victorinus, 1, pp. 355-375. The term voérns turns up in Victorinus (along with 
dvrérys and fwdrns, at Adv. Ar. IV, 5.33 and 539, and so is plainly Porphyrian, but the 
compounds in -pa below, &yddupe, néMAwpo, &péropa, torrwpe, occur nowhere else in 
Greek before Proclus. 


® Or possibly, ‘‘always have the same endings” (i.c. -wza)? 
® By ‘such barbarisms I try to render the neologisms listed inn. 86 above. 
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all other theologians everywhere declare that activitics depend upon 
potencics, and potencics upon essences. 

But there is no nced to discuss these further, as they have already 
been refuted by others. There arc other commentators, who wish to 
distinguish between God and the state of being God," and to allot to 
the primal reality the state of being God, and to give this as the distin- 
guishing characteristic of the One. One must ask these how we are to 
understand this “being” of the One, seeing that Plato has removed ex~ 
istence from it, and how in the case of those entities are we to distin- 
guish each from che being of each, and how we are to transfer these dis- 
tinctions from composite entities to things that are simple and divine 
and most unitary of all things. For neither in the case of the Soul would 
we accept that Soul is different from “being Soul,” nor in the case of 
any othcr of the immaterial Forms. Far more so, then, should we de- 
cline to introduce such distinctions into the realm of the Gods them- 
selves. How, after all, can the One be different from the state of being 
One? If we postulate that, without realising it we would be making the 
One Not-One, if it is going to be made distinct from “being One,” and 
will thus partake in it as something superior to itself. 

There are other authorities,»! however, who have said that since the 
first principle is cause of all things, situated above Life, above Intellect, 
above Being itself, it possesses within itself in some way the causes of 
all these things unutterably and unimaginably and in the most unified 
way, and in a way unknowable to us but knowable to itself; and. the 
hidden causes of all things in it are models prior to models, and the pri- 
mal entity itselfis a whole prior to wholes, not having nced of parts. A 
whole prior to parts has in some way need of the parts, and it is this that 
Plato has denied of it here, whereas a whole prior to wholes has no need 
of parts. ; 

But those who say this are paying no attention to Plato, who consid- 
ered that one should use only negation in connection with the One; nor 
do they bear in mind what is written in his letter to Dionysius (Ep. Il, 
312e), and the exhortation there to apply nothing to the One, but to 
remove everything from it, in order that we may not unawares attrib- 


*9 Rendering ro dep etvan. Once again, who these commentators are, who made use 
ofthis distinctively Aristotelian formulation (e.g. Met. H, 6.1043b2) is obscure, but Por- 
phyry seems a probable candidate, since Marius Victorinus makes the same distinction 
at Adv. Ar., 1, 33.4-9. Cf Hadot, op. cit., p. 359. 

% Cf, Plot. Enn. 1. 1, 2, where the same point is made, itself'a development from Ar- 
istotle, Met. H, 3.1043b3/F. 

% If the two previous views criticised are those of Amelius and Porphyry, then the 
probability is great that the prescnt view is that of lamblichus, but of course nothing 35 
certain. Victorinus also seers to entertain this view (Adv. Ar., IV, 23.27-34), but this 
need not disqualify lamblichus. For #iv pév d&yraoras, cf. lambl. Jn Tim, fc. 88 Dillon. 
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ute to it what is akin and proper to us; for it is this that in that passage 
he declared to be the cause of all evils, the enquiry as to what sort of a 
thing the One is. And apart from these considerations, how are we any 
longer to preserve the One? For the “whole of wholes” is more com- 
prehensive than wholes and is, therefore, one-like, but the Onc itself 
transcends and excceds all wholeness; and the whole of wholes belongs 
properly to the middle rank of intelligibles (if even to that), as we shall 
show (for this ranks above intellectual wholeness, and embraces it on 
all sides); but the One is beyond the intelligibles. 

But if we ascend not only from Intellect and Life and Being to place 
the unknowable causes of all things in the One, but also from each of 
the real Beings, such as Beauty, Virtue, Justice, and each of the others, 
the One will be equal in multiplicity to Intellect; and it would not any 
longer at all be one, and thus we would have inadvertently ended by 
doubling the totality of beings; for there would be the beings them- 
selves and their causes subsisting in the One, and in the casc of these we 
would be enquiring how, being many, they become unified, and we 
will necessarily postulate that there is a One prior to these, and either 
we will preserve it as One in the proper sense and remove all things 
from it, or once again we will place all things in it, and we will be tri- 
pling the totality of beings, and thus we will proceed to infinity with- 
out ever making a stand anywhere, maintaining that the One also con- 
tains multiplicity. This, indeed, is what some friends of Plato have 
before this ventured to assert, even though every multiplicity demands 
something else to give unity to the multiplicity, or, if there is no such 
thing, the multiplicity, having as it does a unity brought in from out- 
side, will not be sufficient to count as first because of its deficiency in 
unity. 

Itis better, then, as Plato did, to rest content with the negations, and 
by means of these to exhibit the transcendent superiority of the Once— 
that ir is neither intelligible nor intellectual, nor anything elsc of these 
things which are cognisable by us by means of our individual mental 
activities; for inasmuch as it is the cause of all things, it is no one of all 
things; and it is not the case that it is unknowable to us while being 
knowable to itself; for if it is absolutely unknowable to us, we do not 
even know this, that it is knowable to itself, but of even this we are ig- 
norant, for even to say that it is the ‘fount of divinity”—cven as the 
Beautiful Itself and the primally beautiful is the hcenad of all beautiful 
things. and Equality Itself and primary cquality is the henad of all equal 
things (for not even in the case of these do we enquire what Beauty It- 
self is, but we recognise that it is the fount of beautiful things, and we 
think this to be sufficient), even so, then, also the One is the fount of 
all divinity, inasmuch as it is God Itself (for every god, inasmuch as it 
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is god, derives its subsistence from the Onc)—not even this is abso- 
lutely correct. For if, as Plato says (Parm. 142a), ‘‘There is not even any 
name to it,” how should we call it God Itself or anything else? But in 
fact this epithct and all others are inferior completely to the unknow- 
able superiority of the One. But if we are to state anything at all posi- 
tive about it, it seems to me that it is better. following the decision of 
Plato, to call it the fount of all divinity, but only in the sense that we 
term it the beginning and the cause of all things and the end of all things 
and object of striving for them; for, for its sake all things arc, and it is 
the cause of all things, as he says himself in the Letters (Ep. II, 312e); by 
using thesc terms we do not say what it is in itself, but what relation to 
it those things have which are after it and of which it is the cause. Ina 
word, then, all divinity is a henad, but the One itself is nothing else 
than Divinity Itself, through which all gods derive their quality of 
being gods, even as all intellects derive their qualities as intellects from 
the primary Intcllect, and souls derive their quality of being souls from 
the primal Soul; for that which primarily is something is the cause for 
all other things of their being secondarily what it is primarily. 

So much then for that. We must now tum our attention to the text, 
and observe how Plato makes clear about these negations that they are 
not privative, but express rather a transcendent superiority to corre- 
sponding assertions. For, he says, “The Onc must neither be a whole 
nor must it have parts."’ This use of “‘must’’ demonstrates superiority 
in the direction of goodness. And a proof of that is that we do not attach 
“must’’ to privative expressions. For who would say, “The soul must 
be ignorant of itself?’’ For ignorance is a privation for those things 
which have the faculty of knowing. And so he himself declared about 
all evils that it was necessary for them to exist, in the Theaetetus (176a). 
So the expression “must not be” should not be applied to privative 
expressions, but to those states which are superior to positive states; as 
for instance, ““The first principle must not intclligise itself,” inasmuch 
as it is superior to intellection, and “It must not be many,”’ as being su- 
perior to being many, and “‘It must not be a whole nor have parts,” as 
being superior to these also; for the expresion “‘must’’ is not character- 
istic of privation, but rather of superiority. This then, as I said, is what 
Plato is demonstrating when he adds ‘“‘must,”’ which is sufficient to re- 
mind us of the special property of these negations, and at the same time 
he wants to show through this that he is discussing something that has 
real existence and not a thing without substance. For who could say 
about something insubstantial that it must be insubstantial? For the 
expression ‘‘must” refers only to those things which possess substance 
at all. 
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“So then, if it has no parts, it has neither a beginning nor an end, nor a 
middle; for such things would already be parts of it.” ‘Quite right.” 
(137d) 


Earlier he distinguished the One from the primal multiplicity. Scc- 
ondly, he removed from the One wholeness, which holds together the 
combination of the intellectual gods; and that it was this that he rc- 
moved from it, and not only the intelligible wholeness, will become 
quite clear to us from the Second Hypothesis.*? And we will discover 
more clearly, as we go on, this also, for what reason he began his ne- 
gations from this multiplicity, which we have talked of before, and not 
from the summit of the intelligible world, which is the One Being it- 
self, but it is this that he will remove from it last, in showing that the 
One is beyond the whole intelligible world. And thirdly, he now re- 
moves from it beginning and middle and end, this being a symbol of a 
rank inferior to that which is a whole and has parts; and we shall un- 
derstand how he demonstrates this in turn on the basis of what precedes 
it, pursuing his canons of proof. For if the One does not have parts it 
will have neither beginning nor middle nor end; for everything that has 
beginning and middle and end has parts. But the former; therefore, the 
latter. So when the former is abolished, so is what follows it. Having 
beginning and middle and end is, then, the symbol of a more partial 
rank; for the more general is more akin to the cause, while the more 
particular is further from the first principle, agreeing in this with the 
facts of life; for as regards that which has parts, it is not yet clear if it 
has a beginning and a middle and an end. For what if it is a whole made 
up of two parts? The dyad, after all, is a whole in a way, and in such a 
way as to be the first principle of all particular things; the feature of 
having a beginning and middle and end arises first in the triad. If one 


‘says that every whole is triadic, yet even so there is nothing to prevent 


that which has parts from being in itself and not yet complete, since the 
complete and the whole precxist it. For this reason he did not com- 
mence his proof from the whole, but from the notion of having parts. 
This, however, is obvious from what has already becn said. Some 
commentators raise the problem as to how Parmenides can unequivo- 
cally draw the conclusion, “for such elements would then be parts of 
it.” For this demonstrates to us clearly that everything which has a be- 
ginning and a middle and an end has its own beginning and middle and 
end as parts. But this is not true; the line, after all, has as its beginning 
and end a point, but such, our opponent claims, are not parts of the 
line; for nothing which has a limit has an unlimited number of parts, 


2 Cf. PT IV, 35. 
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and the points are unlimited, so a line is not made up of points, nor in 
general is it possible for a magnitude to be composed of points. 

In reply to this difficulty one may say first that since Plato is talking 
about the One, it is reasonable for him to say, “If it has beginning and 
middle and end, such clements would be part of it’”’; for the One is not 
lumped togcther out of unlike elements, as is the line, nor will it have 
such limits as that does, but if one is at all to postulate in it an end and 
a middle and a beginning, these elements will be such as to make up the 
content of the One, so that they would have the relation of parts to it; 
for it will have these as parts, in the way that the triad has a beginning 
and middle and end as parts of it. One might reply secondly that, even 
if something has limits, these in turn would have other parts in any case 
which are boundcd by these limits; for if things are limits, they must 
be limits of something, and that which has them will surely be com- 
posed of those elements within which those limits fall, and will have 
those as parts; so that we may understand the expression “such ele- 
ments would be parts of it” as referring not to limits, but to things lim- 
ited. For if something has limits it also has parts; it is not, however, the 
case that if it has parts, it in all cases has limits also; it may just have. 
other parts, as is the case with cach of the numbers. He was right, then, 
to say that “everything which has a beginning and a middle and an end 
would have parts,” for it is either these, or it is what is within these. 

This, then, is the first reply one might make. The second, which 
would also be far trucr, is that the word part is subject to ambiguity. So 
that which has the samc elements as the whole, and has everything par- 
tially that the whole does holistically, we term a part, as for instance 
cach of the many particular intellects is a part of the whole Intellect, 
even though all of them are in each of the Forms, and the sphere of the 
fixed stars is a part of the universe, even though it also encircles every- 
thing, but in a different manner from the cosmos. The second meaning 
of the part is that which goes to make up the totality of something, as 
we call all the spheres parts of the universe, and the discursive intellect 
and opinion parts of the soul; for the one sct makes up the totality of 
the universc, the other set that of the soul. In addition to these mean- 
ings, we use a general mcaning of part to describe cverything that is in 
any way linked with other things for the completion of some one en- 
tity. For in the way one might call cach one of us a part of the cosmos, 
not that the universe as universe is made complete by means of us (for 
the universe does not become incomplete when one of us perishes), but 
because we are linked together with the universal parts of the universe, 
and we are administered along with everything else, and we are present 
in the universe as in a single living thing, and we ourselves are parts of 
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the universe and help to make it up, not in so far as it exists, but in so 
far as it is an agent of generation. 

Since, then, the word part has three senses, Plato in proclaiming that 
the One has no part is plainly removing from it part in all its senses; for 
everything that is any kind of part has multiplicity, but the One does 
not have multiplicity, so that it would in no way have parts; if this is 
the case, it would not have a beginning ora middle or an end. For these 
one would call parts of that which possesses them according to the 
third meaning of part, according to which a part of somcthing is any- 
thing which is in any way linked to it, the whole being made up 
through the conjunction of those elements; for the linc qua line inevi- 
tably has other things which are parts of it; but in so far as it is a limit, 
it is inevitably composed of these elements as making up its whole, for 
by reason of these it is termed limited, and these would be called lim- 
ited things, even if they were not parts of a line. 

To this difficulty, then, we respond by making the distinction be~ 
tween the various senses of part and specifying in what way beginning 
and end are described as parts of that which contains them. On another 
subject, however, some people raise the problem how it is that the 
Athenian Stranger in the Laws (IV, 715e) says that God possesses the 
beginning and middle and end of all existent things, whereas Parmen- 
ides in the present passage shows that he has neither beginning nor 
middle nor end. These two statements, they say, are somehow contra- 
dictory to each other. 

There are some, again, who say in reply to this difficulty that the first 
principle both possesses beginning and middle and end and does not 
possess them; for it possesses them in a hidden mode, whereas it does 
not possess ther distinctly; for it contains everything within itself in a 
manner inexpressible and inconceivable to us, but knowable to itself.® 
Once again, we will not.accept these thcorists, since they in their turn 
ate multiplying the One to some extent or other; for this hidden and 
undivided multiplicity belongs to some other order of secondary enti- 
ties and not to the primal entity itself, which is pure ofall multiplicity. 
For in general, of divisions, some are monadic and extend only to the 
intelligible realm, while those extending into numbers are to be viewed 
in connection with the orders of being subscquent to this; but the One 
is prior to all division and all multiplicity, both the unified and the dis- 
tinct, being exclusively Once. 


* This commentator is to be connected, through this phrase, with the third of the 
commentators on. the previous lemma (1107.9fF.), whom I have identified tentatively 
with Iamblichus, bur whom Hadot would sec as Porphyry. A difficulty for my view is 
that there is a further commentator below (oi 88, 1114.20), between this one and Syri- 
anus. 
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But let the argument of this group be set aside as unsound;™ for it is 
not our intention to indulge in controversy with others, nor to examine 
the views of others, except incidentally. There are others, however, 
who make a more attractive reply to this difficulty, saying that both the 
Athenian Stranger and Parmenides are talking about God, but the latter 
is talking about the God that is primal and transcendent over all things, 
while the former is talking about a particular god ranked in another or- 
der; for why should we not put it in plain words, calling him, with per- 
fect accuracy, the Demiurge and Father? For the phrase “going about 
his circuit” is not proper to the One, and the statement that Right fol- 
lows upon him demonstrates to us that quite another order and a dif- 
ferent god is bcing talked of; and it makes sense to refer those state- 
ments to the Demiurge, seeing that he divides the universe three ways 
according to the demiurgic triad, and encompasses everything with his 
intellectual cognition, while he orders everything else with the help of 
Right. 

These views, as I have said, are quite correct. But our own Master 
has solved the objection still more perfectly, saying that it is not the 
same thing for us to examine how the Once is related to itself and how 
it is related to others, as we have indicated many times before this. 
Once these problems have becn sorted out, it seems reasonable that 
Plato here, where he is considering what does not follow for the One 
in relation to itsclf, has denied it beginning and middle and end; for 
these would as far as we are concerned have introduced with them mul- 
tiplicity into the One. The Athenian Stranger, on the other hand, is not 
saying what relation God has to himsclf but what relation he has to 
others, and that he possesses beginning and middle and end, these 
things being present in the universe and not in God, while God himself, 
because he is prior to everything, is pure from having beginning and 
middle and end, but holds together all existing things, in which these 
three elements exist. So that even if the discussion does concern the first 
God in that passage also, it docs not contradict what is said here. For 
the Athenian Stranger is not saying that god possesses this triad in him- 
self and in relation to himself, but that he transcends all the beings ia 
which these three elements are. And if in the Letters (II, 312e) he de- 
clares that all things are about the king of all, and for his sake all things 
are and he is the cause of all nobility, itis plain that he says this because 
that entity is the beginning of all things and their end and their middle, 
but he is not becausc of this himself possessed of beginning and middle 


% gadpa gdeyyonevos, cE. Theaet. 179d. 

%8 If we maintain that the previous view is that of lamblichus, we might see this com- 
mentator as Plutarch of Athens, especially as his view is entertained so hospitably by Pro~ 
clus. 
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and end; for that passage teaches what relation God has to others, and 
not what his relation is to himself. Of other things, then, the first prin- 
ciple is beginning and middle and end, but he is not himsclf divided 
into beginning and middle and end; for he is the beginning of all things 
because all things proceed from him; and their end because all things 
are directed towards him; for all pangs of desire and all natural striving 
is directed towards the One, as the sole Good; and he is the middle be- 
cause al] the centres of existent things, whether intelligible, intellectual, 
psychic, or sensible, are established in the One; so that the One is the 
beginning, the middle, and the end of all things, but in relation to him- 
self he possesses none of these, secing that he possesscs no other type of 
multiplicity; but not in relation to anything else either, for he neither 
has beginning, because nothing is superior to him, nor does he derive 
from a cause; nor does he have end, for he does not exist for the sake of 
anything, but everything that has an end in all cases exists for the sake 
of something, and the Once is only that for the sake of which things ex- 
ist, even as Matter, and in general thc lowest element in all things, is 
only for the sake of something; nor is there a middle of the One, around 
which as middle the One exists, that the One may not be a Many of 
which there is a middle element. The Onc is, then, transcendent over 
all these things, and onc should not apply any of them to it, but, as 
Plato instructs us, we should rest content with the negations. For when 
we say that it is an object of striving or an end, we are indicating the 
efforts of other things towards it; for by the compulsion of nature all 
things after the First strive towards the First. How indced, if they are 
centred and rooted in the First, could they not strive towards their own 
cause? These, then, are things which have acquired a relation towards 
it, but it is transcendent over all things equally. 


“And further, the end and the beginning are the limits of each thing.” 
“Obviously.” “So then the One is unlimited, if it has neither beginning 
nor end.’? “It is unlimited.” (137d) 


In the Second Hypothesis, in the interests of establishing this triad— 
I mean beginning, middle, and end—he establishes, after the One and 
Many and the Whole and that which has parts, the Limited and the Un- 
limited, ranking these three pairs of opposites together; for these are 
indicative of a single divine order, in its aspects of resting where it is 
and proceeding forth and retuming towards itself and holding itself to- 
gether in its peak of superiority. And then he generates in this way first 
that which has ultimate points, and then what has beginning and mid- 
dle and end, and thirdly the straight and the curved and the mixture of 
the two as being marks, after the first, of a second divine order. In the 
present passage, after the whole and that which has parts, he denies of 
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the One the triad dependent on this, that of beginning, middle, and 
end, and from this he has concluded that it is also infinite, “infinite” 
signifying that which does not have an ultimate point. For in the infi- 
nite there is no ultimate point, neithcr as beginning nor as end. He 
could, indeed, have shown that the One is without beginning and end 
also from its not having ultimate points, and its not having ultimate 
points from the fact of its neither having parts nor being Many; but it 
is in order to lead the argument forward by means of more familiar 
concepts that he has begun by demonstrating from its not having parts 
that the Onc is without beginning and without end, in order that we 
may not have three instead of one. From the demonstration of this he 
has derived as an additional conclusion (porisma) that the One is also in- 
finite, if it is without beginning and without end, substituting for be- 
ginning and end “limit,” which is the same as the ultimate point. It 
seems to me, then, that this infinity hcre docs not simply indicate the 
negation of limit, but the removal of all ultimate points. Since, then, in 
the Second Hypothesis he asserts that it has an ultimate point, itis rea- 
sonable that here, by denying it, he should demonstrate that the One is 
infinite as not having ultimate points, which we are accustomed to 
term limits; for that very characteristic of limitedness and its opposite 
of unlimitedness, which he will assert of the One after whole and parts 
in the Second Hypothesis (145a3), he leaves aside, as having it removed 
a fortiori along with the whole and the parts, or even before this by 
means of the Many. For every limited and every unlimited multiplicity 
is either Many alone, or at the same time is a whole and has parts; if it 
possesses its unlimitcdness potentially, but is in actuality limited and is 
some whole, and something which has parts, then through this it is 
Many; if it is separately limited and separately unlimited in actuality 
(this being impossible simultaneously), it is in one way a whole and 
possessor of parts, while in another way there is no reason why it 
should not be many; for the unlimited, although it is not a whole, is yet 
many; therefore, when he denied whole and possession of parts of the 
One, it was also possible to deny of it limitcdness and unlimitedness. 
But what the sense of this is, and how the whole and the parts ate 
coordinated with each other by means of the limited and the unlimited 
will become clear to us later on, when we are talking about the multi- 
plicity of the gods. Now our task is to discuss in what way the One is 
the cause of all things, and how it gives rise to all the divine numbers. 
In this connection, people are accustomed once more to raise the ques- 
tion in what sense the Onc is unlimited. Some declare® the One to be 


% Plotinus criticises this view in Enn, VI, 9.6, while adopting the second view listed 
below, but the criticism of this view here, and the second view itself, are probably those 
of Porphyry (see General Introduction, p. xx).. The first view will then be that ofsome 
pre-Plotinian commentator, cf. the parallel passage in Anon. Taur. I, 20fE. 
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termed unlimited in this sense, that it is untraversable and is the limit 
of everything else (for the term “unlimited” has two senses, the one as 
being incomprehensible and unencompassable, the other as being the 
limit of all things, and not having any other limit); and the One is un- 
limited in both senses, both as being incomprehensible and uncncom- 
passable by all that is secondary to it, and as being itself a limit of every- 
thing and not itself being in need of any other limit. Others” take its 
unlimitedness to refer to its being of unlimited power and that it is gen- 
erative of all things, and that it is cause of all unlimitedness in existent 
things and extends the gift of itself through the totality of beings; for 
all things are contained in the One and exist through the Onc, and none 
could come to be unless they become One by their own nature. Others, 
again, take its unlimitedness in this sense: since Intellect is limit, and the 
One is above Intellect, for this reason they have termed it unlimited; 
for, they say, it is only these two things that Plato predicates of the 
One, unlimitedness and motionlessness, since Intellect is limit and Soul 
is motion, and he wants to show that it is superior to both Intellect and 
Soul; for there arc three ruling hypostascs, of which the first dominates 
the other two. 

We, however, accept all these suggestions as having a certain attrac- 
tion, even though we incline to some more than to others; but we are 
very strongly indeed influenced by our own Master, who in this pas- 
sage as well has very accurately tracked down the intention of Plato, 
and we would recommend all lovers of truth to see first how many or- 
ders of unlimitedness there arc among beings, then what processions 
of limit there are, as it were, set over against thesc, and after that to turn 
to the consideration of what unlimitedness is being rcferred to here; for 
if one treats the inquiry into the present question in this way the whole 
intention of Plato will readily become clear. 

Unlimitedness, then, if we start from below, may be vicwed in Mat- 
ter because it is unlimited and shapceless and formless of itself, whereas 
the forms and shapes are limits of Matter. It may be secn also in un- 
qualified body in respect of division; for this is the entity which is pri- 
mally divisible to infinity, in so far as it is the first which is extended. 
It may be also viewed in the qualities which come into being primally 
about the unlimited, which are the first things to contain the more and 
less; for these are the elements by which Socrates in the Philebus (24b) 
characterised the unlimited. It may also be seen throughout the wholc 
ofthe realm of generation; for this possesses unlimitedness, both in re- 


It may be noted that this commentator is credited with the term dzsipodivapos, 
whose first recorded user is Porphyry, though he uses it of the soul (Sent. 37, p. 43.9 
Lamberz). On the other hand, Porphyry also describes 75 dvrws dv as &meipov Koi &bce- 
finyrov, ibid. 34, p. 39.10-11, but this ts not a very senous objection, since he is not 
teferring to the One. The following commentator is probably, therefore, lamblichus. 
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spect of its constant coming into being and in the ceaseless cycle of this, 
and in respect of the unlimited exchanges with each other of generated 
things as they constantly come into being and perish, among which 
also unlimitedness in respect of multiplicity has its origin, since it only 
has existence in the process of coming to being, never attaining true ex- 
istence.* And prior to these the unlimited may be observed in the cir- 
cuit of the heavens; for it also possesses unlimitedness by reason of the 
unlimited power of that which moves it; for body, in so far as it is 
body, does not have unlimited power, but through the presence in it of 
intellect even body exists eternally, and its motion is unlimited; it is un~ 
ceasing and continuous, having the same thing as its beginning and 
end. Prior to these again, the unlimited may be perceived in the Soul; 
for as it thinks transitively, it possesses the power of unceasing motion 
and is eternally mobile, joining its circuits one to the other, and pro- 
ducing an activity which is unwearicd and always one and unfailing. 
Further, prior to Soul, the unlimited may be perceived in the case of 
Time itself, which measures the whole circuit of the Soul; for this is 
limitless as a whole because its activity, through which it unfolds the 
motions of souls and through which it measures their circuits as it pro- 
ceeds according to number, is unlimited in its powcr; for it never stops 
resting and going forward, both clinging fast to the One, and unfold- 
ing Number, which measures the motions of all things. But indeed, 
even prior to Time, behold thc infinite in Intellect itself and intellectual 
life; for this is non-transient and always a totality and present as a 
whole, and eternal and infinite in power; its cternal motion and unfail- 
ing continuity is a mark of an essence and power which does not give 
out, but always preserves unsleeping life, through which also every- 
thing that is in motion is able always to move, participating through its 
motion in stable infinity. And the unlimited does not extend only as far 
as these, but also, prior to Intellect, the much-cclebrated Eterity itself 
is necessarily infinite, seeing that it comprehends the whole intellectual 
infinity. For whence would Intellect derive its eternal life if not from 
Eternity? So then this is unlimited, prior to Intellect, in respect of 
power; or rather all other things are infinite in power, but Eternity is 
power itself; for indeed the primal Eternity is nothing else than Power. 

Ascend then to the primal fount of infinity, cognising the hidden 
cause of all other infinite things of whatever kind, and when you have 
thus ascended you will see that all things are infinite in respect of power 
from that source. For such, if you will, is Essential Infinity; such is 
what is termed by Orpheus ‘‘chaos,” about which he himself has said, 


% Reading mepi rd dv (West.), for meaningless wepiSeopévav of Greek MSS (there is a 
gap of six letters in the Latin translation here). 
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“Nor was there any bound beneath it” (fr. 52 Kern).% For Eternity, 
even if it is unlimited in respect of everlastingness, nevertheless as 
being the measure of things eternal is also a limit; chaos on the other 
hand is primally unlimited and solely unlimited, and is the fount of all 
infinity—intelligible, intcllectual, psychic, corporeal, or material. 

You see, then, how many orders of infinity there are, and how in 
each case the secondary depend upon those prior to them; for matcrial 
unlimitedness is held together through eternal gencration, while eter- 
nal generation is unfailing by reason of the eternal motion of the aether, 
and the eternal motion of the aether is brought about by the unceasing 
circuit of the divine Soul; for it is an imitation of that entity, and the 
circuit of the Soul is unfolded through the continuous and unfailing 
power of Time, which makes the same things to be beginning and end 
by means of the temporal present, and Time exercises its activity with- 
out limit by virtue of the unlimitedness of Intellect, which is always 
static; for that which proceeds according to Intellect, when it is infinite, 
is infinite by virtue of an eternally static cause, around which this un- 
folds itself and about which it performs its eternally uniform dance. 
And Intellect possesses eternal life by virtue of Eternity; for eternality 
comes to all things from eternity, and it is this on which all depend, 
some more manifestly, others more obscurely, for their being and life; 
and Eternity is infinite by virtue of the fount of infinity, which from 
above provides unfailingness to all essences and powers and activities 
and circuits and generations. Up to this, then, there ascends, and from 
this there descends, the order of things infinite; for even as the order of 
things beautiful descends from Essential Beauty, and the order of 
things equal from Primal Equality, cven so the order of things infinite 
descends from Essential Infinity.'© 

Enough has now been said about the orders of Infinity. We must 
now turn to examine the chain of Limit which proceeds parallel with 
this. For these two causal principles were produced simultaneously by 
God—Limit and the Unlimited, or, if you wish us to express them in 
Orphic terms, Aether and Chaos. For the infinite is Chaos, in so far as 
it is receptive of every power and every type of unlimitedness, and in 
so far as it encircles everything else, and is as it were the most infinite 
of all things infinite. Aether is limit because this (visible) aether too 
limits and measures all things. The primary limit is Essential Limit, the 
fount and foundation of all limits, intelligible, intellectual, supra- 
cosmic, encosmic, preexisting itself as the measure and bound of all 
things. The second limit is that associated with Eternity; for Eternity is 


* Cf. the discussion of this fragment at In Tim. [, 385.17£f. 


“CE. ET, prop. 92, and Dodds’ comm. ad loc. There, abrocrerpia is declared to be 
neither First Principle nor Being, but between the two. 
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simultaneously both unlimited, as has been said, and limit; in so far as 
it is the cause of unfailing life and the power which bestows everlast- 
ingness, it is unlimited; inasmuch as it is measure of all intellectual ac- 
tivity and the bound of the life of intellect, bounding it from above, it 
is limit. And in general it is one of those mixed entities which are 
formed of limit and unlimitedness, for which reason we do not see fit 
to call it the primarily Unlimited; for that which is primarily anything 
is transcendent over either of every pair of all mixed entities, as Socra- 
tes says in the Philebus (23c). 

The third class of limit is to be seen in Intellect; for in so far as it re- 
mains in itself in virtue of its intellection and possesses a life which is 
single and cternal and the same, it is bounded and limited; for that 
which is non-transitive and static belongs to the limited nature, and in 
general in that it is a number it plainly in this respect partakes of limit. 
Fourthly, Time is limit, both in so far as it proceeds according to num- 
ber, and in so far as it is the measure of the circuits of the soul; for 
everywhere the measuring element, in so far as it measures, and that 
which sets bounds to other things, partakes of the causal principle of 
limit and is a measuring and limiting element of othcr things. Fifth after 
these comes the circuit of the Soul, and its cycle as it is uniformly com- 
pleted, which is an invisible measure of all visible motions; for it is.on 
the basis of the circuit of life that all the unfolding of those things which 
are moved by an external agency is given definition. 

The sixth form of limit is the motion of the aether on the same terms 
and in the same place and about the same centre, which bestows limit 
from all aspects upon the disorderly clement in material things, and 
rolls them together in one cycle and is itself limited by itself; for its un- 
limited element consists in its happening again and again, but not in its 
not turning back on itsclf, nor on the grounds that it is unlimited in one 
direction, nor docs unlimitedness here too consist in the fact that it is 
devoid of limit; but the single circuit is unlimited in that it occurs many 
times. Seventh is the unfailing creation of the forms in matter, and the 
fact that nothing of all things perishes, and the fact that all things are 
bounded, individual things by common terms, parts by their wholes. 
All this shows in this realm the opposition of limit and unlimitedness; 
for although gencrated things alter in unlimited ways, nevertheless 
their forms are limited and persist the same, becoming neither more 
nor less. 

As an eighth type of limit let us mention all quantity as it particularly 
appears in matcrial things, even as quality was previously stated to be 
unlimited; for it does not allow ofthe more and less, as Socrates says in 
the Philebus (24b). Ninthly, unqualified body as a whole is limit; for it 
is not unlimited in size, but it is of the same extent as the universe; for 
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it must as a whole be said to be the substratum of the universe. A tenth 
type of limit is the form-in-matter itself, which holds together matter 
and bounds its boundlessness and shapelessness, and it is this, indeed, 
solely that some people think of when they refer limit and unlimited- 
ness to matter and form alone. So many, then, are the orders of limit; 
to sum up, we shall see many different characteristics of thesc. 

It remains to examine how the One shall be termed unlimited, 
whether in the sense that we apply unlimitedness to existent things, 
positively, or in some other way. But if unlimitedness is predicated of 
it in this way, we would even more have to describe it as “not unlim- 
ited’’; for in the case of cach antithesis it is necessary that the One either 
be exempted from both of the opposites and not be either of them, or 
that it should be called rather by the name of the superior of the two; 
for one must apply the best term to that which is best of all, but not any 
predicate which expresses any kind of infcriority. So, since there is an 
antithesis between the Onc and multiplicity, we call it “one,” and there 
being a contrast betwcen cause and effect, we term it “‘cause’’; for the 
cause is superior to the effect and one to multiplicity; it was necessary, 
then, that one call it either “‘above cause” and ‘“‘above one,’’or ‘‘one” 
and “‘cause,’” but in any case not “multiplicity” and “effect”; for to 
what entity would we allot the more honourable terms if we refer the 
worse terms to the One? If then also Limit is superior to the Unlimited, 
we will not apply to ita name derived from the Unlimited; for it would 
not be right to apply epithets to it from the worse side, but rather, as 
we have indicated before now, by negation of the better; for “unlim- 
ited”’ in this sense is the same as “not having limit,”’ even as “‘partless” 
is the same as “‘not having parts,” when we predicate partlessness of the 
One. And if it is neither derived from any other cause, nor does there 
exist any other final cause of it, it is reasonable to describe it as unlim- 
ited; for each thing is given by its causal principle and comes to rest, 
having attained its proper end. So then, whcther one imagincs an in- 
telligible limit or an intellectual limit, the One is beyond the whole 
chain of Limit. 

And if in the Laws (IV, 716c) God is described as the measure of all 
things, one should not be surprised; for there he is called the measure 
of all things, as being the object of striving for all things and as provid- 
ing a defining limit for all things of their existence and their power and 
their perfection; here, on the other hand, the Onc is shown to be unlim- 
ited as itself, requiring no limit or other measure; for all relations of it 
to itself are denied of it in this passage. It is unlimited, then, as being 
superior to all limit; for there is not within it any limit in rclation to 
itself; for there is no beginning in it, as we said, nor middle, nor end. 
For which reason we identified this unlimitedness with having no ex- 
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treme points, even as partlessness was identified with having no parts, 
and that quality of having no extreme points is what we say is denied 
of it by the term “unlimited,” which does not involve applying to the 
Onc any potentiality, or any unbounded multiplicity, or anything else 
of those things which are usually meant by unlimited, but only the 
quality of being bounded by nothing, nor having in it any beginning or 
end, which we call the extreme points of those that have them—only 
this is what we apply to the One, in conformity with those epithets 
which will be affirmatively demonstrated of it in the Second Hypoth- 
esis. 


“And it will be without shape, then, for it would not participate either in 
the curved or in the straight.” “How would it?” (137d) 


He first removed from the One the epithet “‘many”—this on the ba- 
sis on our universal conception of oneness. Secondly, he removed from 
it the quality of having whole and parts—this by reason of the fact that 
the Once is not many. Thirdly, he declared that it did not have begin- 
ning and middle and cnd—this by reason of the fact that it did not have 
parts; and in addition to this, he derived an extra conclusion that it is 
beyond both that limit which is connected with parts and which makes 
something to have an ultimate point; the term “‘limit” has two senses, 
after all, both the sense of “‘beginning” and the sense of “end.” Now, 
fourthly, he removes from it straightness and curvedness, which in the 
Second Hypothesis too he will rank after that which has a last point and 
a beginning and a middle and an end. But before he demonstrates the 
fourth point syllogistically, he begins by stating the conclusion, with 
the words, “And it will be without shape, then”; for intellectual intui- 
tions should precede scientific syllogisms, since intellect also embraces 
the first principles of science.'® So the stating in advance of the conclu- 
sion imitates the immediate comprehension of the intellect; whereas 
the procession through the parts of the syllogism represents the unfold- 
ing of scientific knowledge, which proceeds forth from the intellect. 
And observe how the conclusion is more general than the syllogisms, 
for they take separately the straight and the curved and thus construct 
their proof, whereas it simply postulates that the One is without shape. 

This is clear enough, then. We should go on now to discuss the con- 
cepts themselves. These, then, are forms common to all extended 
things; for we distinguish lines into straight and circular and mixed, 
and surfaces in the same way and solids, except that the straight and the 
curved in lines are without shapc, whereas those in surfaces or solids 
are receptive of shape; the one lot are called straight-lined, the other 


191 For this principle, cf. Aristotle An. Post. LI, 19. 101b5ff., and EN VI, 6.1141a 7-8: 
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curved-lined, and the others a mixture of these two. Plato seems, then, 
to be thinking of such as exhibit shape, not of anything which might 
be straight or curved only, without shape; for the One has already been 
declared and shown not to have limits, so that the type of straight that 
is being denied of it here must be that which has limits; and such is that 
which has shape; for by limits here he understands those which are 
comprehensive of what thcy limit, which is only the case with things 
that have shape. 

And one may admire in other respects also the accuracy of his ter- 
minology here. For, he did not say that it was ‘‘neither straight nor 
curved” (this would not prove the conclusion that it is without shape; 
for what would prevent it from being one of the intermediate shapes, 
for instance, a cylinder or a cone or some other of the mixed shapes’), 
but he says that it partakes neither of the straight nor of the curved. For 
if we were to grant to it a shape from one of the mixed forms, it would 
partake of both of these. What I mean is, if we were to enquire whether 
the nature of something is white or black, if 1 then show that it is nci- 
ther white nor black, it has not yct necessarily been demonstrated that 
itis without colour. But if 1 show that it partakes ncither of the white 
nor the black, it is necessarily shown that it is without colour; for if it 
posesses one of the median colours, it will partake of both of these, 
since the median colours make use of their participation in both these 
colours, as the median are derived from the extremes. So he declares 
that the One does not partake of the curved and the straight in order 
that it may possess both neither of these and none of the intermediate 
shapes, the possession of which would entail necessarily partaking of 
these. For the cone and the cylinder have inevitably some ultimate 
points and a beginning and an end, because these partake in some way 
of the curved and of the straight, so that the argument which does away 
with these and participation in these does away at the same time with 
participation in the shapes intermediate between them. And this is also 
clear, that this conclusion is morc particular than the one before it; for 
if something partakes of shape, it has both ends and a middle; it is not, 
however, the case that whatever has ends and a middle already partakes 
of shape; for a line can have ends and a middle, and so can time, and 
number and motion in the same way, all of which are without shape. 
So this conclusion is more general than that of partaking of shape; for 
which reason this conclusion eliminates along with itself the quality of 
partaking in shape. But this is not the cause of the denial of that. 

The progression from shape to circular and straight is entirely rea- 
sonable; for it would have been possible to deny shape in general of the 
One, demonstrating that shape has limit and bound, and the Onc in no 
way admits of limit or bound; but he wants to carry on the argument 
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from the top down the two columns of opposites, and so he takes at the 
outset after the Many, whole and parts, and again extremitics and mid- 
dlc, and then in turn straight and curved, and then again being in itself 
and in another, and in turn after that being at rest and in motion, and 
through the treatment of all of these he demonstrates that the One is 
none of them. For it is not possible for it either to be both of the pairs 
of opposites (for in that case it would not remain one, according to the 
hypothesis), nor can it be either one of them; for it would then have an 
clement within it which was in some way at war with and opposed to 
itself; but the One must be prior to all antithesis, or it could not be the 
cause of all things; for it could not be the cause of those things to which 
it is in opposition. So then it is reasonable that he should proceed down 
along the two chains of beings, and thus should now procced from 
dealing with shape to dealing with the curved and straight, and in so 
proceeding should so construct his argument as to deny along with 
these also every other shape of the One, employing the notion of par- 
ticipation, which is characteristic of all mixed shapes. 

Enough has now been said about the text. But the question arises, 
since he has also in the Phaedrus (247c} described the intelligible summit 
of the intellectual realm, which he there called the ‘‘supercelestial 
place,” as “colourless, shapeless, and untouchable,”’ are we to say that 
he has described that order as shapeless in the same way as the One or 
in a different way, and if so in what way? In fact, it is not possible that 
the same type of negation should be employed in the case of this as in 
the case of the One. For of the former class he has denied some attri- 
butcs, but has asserted others; for he described it as essence, and as 
really existent and as visible only to the ‘‘hclmsman of the soul,’ and 
has declared that ‘‘about it is the nature of truc knowledge,” because 
prior to it there is a further realm; some attributes it transcends, while 
others it partakes of. But of the One he denics all characteristics, and 
asserts none; for there was nothing prior to the One, but it transcends 
equally all beings whatever. So the mode in which this attribute is de- 
nied is different in cach casc, and if you care to pay proper attention to 
the terminology, you will see that it is not accidental] that that realm has 
been described as “shapeless,” which the One is described as ‘‘partak- 
ing in no shape.” These descriptions are not identical one with the 
other, even as the epithet ‘‘partless” is not identical with “having no 

‘2 Jt is interesting that, like Hermeias (In Phaedr. 150.23 Couvreur), Proctus does not 
appear to read vg after Fearn, which allows of wider speculation as to the identity of the 
“thelmsman of the soul.” Iamblichus (fn Phaedr. ft. 6 Dillon) identified it as the One of 
the Soul, which he could hardly have done had vq been in his text. Proclus does, how- 


ever, assume that vois is referred to here, cf. PT IV, 13, p. 43.166. S-W, and fn Ak. 77, 
where he quotes the passage with mp, which complicates the situation. 
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parts”; in the same way, then, that essence he described as shapeless, 
while he describes the Onc as partaking in no shape. If, then, one is to 
state one’s view uncquivocally, that essence, inasmuch as it produces 
intellectual shape, may be described as shapcless, as being in all respects 
superior to it and as being generative of such shape. But it is inferior to 
another kind of shape, intelligible shape, for the intclligible Intellect 
comprises the intelligible causes of shape and of the whole and of mul- 
tiplicity and of all things; and of shapes, some are entirely unknowable 
and inexpressible, the manifestation of which takes its start from the 
intelligible world, but they are knowable only to the intelligible Intel- 
lect, and if in other gods there is something similar (as is actually the 
case) its presence in all of them comes from that Intellect. 

Other shapes are knowable and expressible as pertaining to the pow- 
ers of the gods, not to their substances, in virtuc of which they possess 
the characteristic of being gods, and to their intellectual essences, and 
it is through these (shapes) that they become manifest to the intellectual 
eyes of souls. Of all these, then, the intelligible Intellect comprises the 
unitary and single causc, and the ‘‘supercelestial place,” being the high- 
est element in the intellectual realm, is the first principle of all intellec- 
tual shapes, as we show in our commentary on the Phaedrus.'°> There- 
fore it is shapcless, but not absolutcly exempt from all shape; it has 
proceeded according to the summit of the Father, and his inexpressible 
symbol;! but it is inferior to the shapes within him. The One, on the 
other hand, rises supcrior to the whole realm of shapes, both the “hid- 
den” and the intellectual, and transcends all shapes, both known and 
unknown. What distinction there is between these, is known to those 
who have hearkened to the Gods, and that Plato knew those shapes also 
we have shown elsewhere. Wherefore it is reasonable that he should 
say that the One partakes of no shape. For the intelligible cause of 
shapes and the “‘shape’’ of intellect is inferior to the One. It is not, 
therefore, the same to be shapeless as to have no shape, even as it is not 
the same to be partless as to have no part, as has been said above. 


“Round is that whose extremity is everywhere equidistant from its 
centre?” “Yes.”’ “And straight is that of which the middle is in front of 
both extremities.'’ “‘So it is.” (137c) 


As to this use of the terms ‘‘straight” and “round,” and as to how the 
above passage is truc of things divine, it is plain that we should not un- 


%3 The substance of his exegesis in this lost commentary is no doubt represented in his 
discussion of the same matter in PT IV, 4-26, esp. 10-16, on the drepoupdrios témos. 

1 gbvInya, a Chaldaean term, cf. Or. Chald. frs. 2.3 and 109.3 DP, but used fre- 
quently by Proclus, like ovfodrov, to describe the “traces” planted at lower levels by 
higher hypostases, by which ascent to them may be stimulated. 
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derstand them in any vulgar mathematical sense, but in a way suitable 
to the subject matter before us. Some commentators before this have 
declared “straight” here to refer to the unbendingness and unchangea- 
bleness of the Intellect, and ‘‘round” to refer to its turning back upon 
itself and its acting upon itself. This Parmenides makes mention of in 
the words (Fr. 8, 43-4 D-K): 


Like unto the bulk of the sphere, 
equally balanced in all directions from the middle, 


where he is referring to Being. On the basis of which some commen- 
tators declare that Plato through this demonstration is reminding Par~ 
menides of the poems that the One transcends all shapes both circular 
and straight. 

We, however, do not accept this interpretation. It drives a wedge be- 
tween the philosophies of the ancients and makes Parmenides refute 
himself, and this on the Platonic stage, upon which there have been 
many declarations about Parmenides, proclaiming the reverence in 
which Plato held him. In fact the former is referring to one sort of One, 
while the latter is looking to another, when they deny or assert, respec- 
tively, the spherical shape of the One. We interpret this “straight” and 
“round” with reference to procession and return; procession may be 
seen as represented by “straight” and by the illumination which pro- 
ceeds from causal principles; return is represented by “round,” as re- 
flecting back upon its own principle and as making this its end. Each of 
the intcllectual entities, then, both proceeds to all things upon a straight 
path, and is turned back towards its own good, which is the midpoint 
in each because each equally folds in upon it from all directions, and 
presses together upon that, as upon a centre, all its own multiplicity 
and all its own powers. One might, then, want to say that each of the 
intellectual entities was “round” as being in all cases equidistant from 
its midpoint, for all of its parts are equally united to their proper good, 
and it is not the case that they are in one aspect more distant from it, 
and in another less, as is the case with our souls, where one of the horses 
leads towards the good, while the other bears down towards the earth 
(Phaedr. 247b), but each of them from every aspect has an equal grasp 
upon it, holding as it does the position of central point. And one might 
describe it as straight, that being that of which the middle is in front of 
the extremities, on the grounds that it is in virtue of procession that 
things are distinguished from one another—that which proceeds from 
that which remains static, the pluralised from the unified—and one 
would thus be striking the mark if one applied this epithet to that realm 
as well; for if you want to consider the matter, you would discover that 
it is procession which distinguishes entities from one another, and 
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which makes some first, some median, and others last, and those 
things which are median have the faculty of distinguishing the last 
from the first, and are, as it were, ‘‘in front of” them; while the process 
of return joins everything together again, and rolls them into one, and 
leads them together to one single common object of striving for all 
beings. 

So then, each of these qualities exists also in that realm, in which the 
intellectual classes of gods participate primally, as they simultancously 
proceed forth and turn back towards themselves; for these classes are 
chiefly characterised by their tendency to turn back upon themselves. 
And in a secondary degree after these, souls participate in the straight 
and the circular, as they proceed forward in a line, but again turn back 
on themselves in a circle and return to their own first principles; and 
ultimately also objects of sense participate in them; for there exists in 
these both straight line figures in a spatially distinct and individual 
way, and the spherical shape which comprehends all the cosmic shapes; 
for which reason Timaeus (Tim. 54a-55c) has given the whole cosmos 
a spherical shape, while he has arranged its five parts by the use of the 
five figures, which are only of equal sides and equal angles, by inscrib- 
ing all these within the sphere and within each other; by which he 
makes clear that these figures have come down from some exalted di- 
vine order, since they have the capacity to organise all undivided things 
such as Intellect, and divisible things such as the visible cosmos, and 
median things such as Soul. 

One may also see on the Ievel of gencration these two qualities. One 
may view in the cycle of existence here (for generation returns to itself 
cyclically, as is written in the Phaedo [70cff.])'° the circular; while the 
straight one may sce in the procession of each thing from its birth to its 
decline, and the middle here, which is in front of the extremes, as its 
peak of development. For how else could one come (from one) end of 
life to the other (than through the middle), ' even as in the case of the 
straight line the road from one of the extremities to the other is through 
the middle? So then, these qualities penetrate down from the intellec- 
tual realm to the realm of generated things, the straight becoming the 
cause of procession, the circular of return. 

If, then, the One neither proceeds from itself nor turns back to itself 
because both that which proceeds is secondary to that which produces 
it and that which turns back is in need of whatit is striving for, it is plain 


_® Presumably this isa reference to Socrates’ argument from the cyclical reciprocity of 
life and death in this passage of the Phaedo. Cousin in his edition reads a» basp@ and 
wishes to refer to 247d, but that passage, on Proclus’ theory, does not refer to this world. 


™ Accepting the supplement here of Thomas Taylor, though not confirmed by Latin 
translation. 
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that it partakes neither of the straight shape nor of the round. How, 
after all, could it proceed, since it has no creative first principle for it~ 
self, either within itself or prior to it, lest it be deprived of oneness, be~ 
coming secondary or dyadic? And how could it return to itself, since it 
has no end or object of striving? So, as has been demonstrated previ- 
ously here, neither docs shape pertain to the One, since it has neither 
end nor beginning. There is no need, then, to enquire for what reason 
he demonstrated on the basis of species of shape, that is to say, the 
round and the straight, that the One is beyond all shape, without first 
defining the genus itself, as for instance laying down that shape is a 
limit which encloses something, or that which is contained by some 
bound or bounds; for he had decided to proceed by means of opposites, 
and to show that the One transcended each of these, and by the use of 
that argument which is common to all, that it is neither possible for the 
One to be the worse of the two opposites, in order that it may not have 
anything better than it, nor can it be the better of the two, in order that 
it may not have any clement that is in discord with it. In this way, then, 
he shows that it is pure from both straight and round, and you sce again 
how here too he has derived his conclusions from what has gone be- 
fore, that is to say that the One has neither beginning nor middle nor 
end, always demonstrating the subscquent by means of arguments of 
geometrical validity from what precedes it, and over and above this, 
imitating the orderly procession of beings as they make their descent 
always from the primal to the secondary and the more particular. 


“So then, the One would have parts and would be Many if it partook of 
either straight shape or round?” ‘Indeed it would.”’ “Therefore, it is nei- 
ther straight nor round, inasmuch as it has no parts.” “Quite right.” 
(137c) 


So now here we see the completion of the whole mediating order of 
the so-called intelligible-intellectual realm, since all the processions 
within it have been shown to be ranked below the One, and, as wehave 
often said, to be dependent upon the Onc, since negations, as has been 
demonstrated, are the mothers of assertions. It is reasonable, then, that 
in this conclusion he should turn back the whole order into one sum- 
mation and ascend again as far as his first negations; for if the One had 
shape it would also be Many; so he links shape to “being many” 
through the mediation of “having parts,” and shows that all these 
classes are secondary to the One. For such is the distinction in his mind 
of the divine orders, that he did not tolerate joining on the negations 
that follow unless he had first turned back this order upon itself, both 
joining shape to “being many,” and demonstrating the connection of 
all the aforementioned classes. In what rank of beings the straight and 
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the round actually are, we shall learn more clearly in what follows, and 
we shall also learn that the intelligible-and-intellectual classcs of things 
extend as far as this. Now, however, this much alone is clear, that we 
must not postulate this rank of Being cither of the One, but must see it 
also as being derived from the One, even as was the case with the others 
which have been dealt with before it. 


BOOK VII 


INTRODUCTION 
eB 


Book VII (1133-1244, Cousin, 34-76 Klibansky) proceeds from Par- 
menides 138a2 (kat nv rowvrdy ye dv ovdapmov dv Eri ety) to 142a10 
(obxovv Eporye Soxet), thus taking us to the end of the First Hypothesis. 
Of this, only the commentary up to 141¢10 (od ¢aiverax) is extant in 
the Greck, the remainder being available in William of Moerbeke’s 
Latin translation (on this, sce further General Introduction pp. xliii- 
xliv). Book VII thus covers the great majority of the First Hypothesis, 
Book VI having concerned itself largely with general introductory 
issues. 

The first section extends from 138a2 to 138b6, and concerns the de- 
nial to the One of the attributes “‘being in another” and “being in one- 
self.” It is divided into five lemmata. Proclus sees these attributes as 
characterising the summit of the intellectual gods, which taxis of enti- 
tics is hereby excluded from the One. He first of all disposes of a trou- 
blesome objection, to the effect that the real Parmenides, at fr. 8.29-32, 
describes his One as being “in the same place,” which would seem to 
contradict the present text, by reminding us again that Parmenides in 
his Poem is really talking of Being. Then he turns to a detailed discus- 
sion of the significance of ovdapov. Both Soul and Intellect, after all, are 
described in Platonic theory as being “nowhere.” Prop. 98 of ET lays 
down that “every cause which is separate from its effects exists at once 
everywhere and nowhere.”’ Plotinus begins Enn. Ill, 9.3 by declaring, 
“Universal Soul did not come to be anywhere or come to any place, 
for there was no place,” and at V, 2.2.21 Intellect is described as being 
ovdapov as well as mavrayov. But, says Proclus, neither Soul nor In- 
tellect are absolutely nowhere, only the One is that: 


for it is neither in what is subsequent to it, in so far as it is tran- 
scendent over all things, which is not the case with either Intellect 
or Soul, which are the principles after the One; nor is it in itself, in 
so far as it is simple and non-receptive of any multiplicity. 
(1135. 40-1136.3) 


Discussion of “nowhere”’ leads him next (1137-1139) to address the 
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problem of whether the expression “everywhere” is superior to, and 
more perfect than “nowhere,” or inferior to it. The aporia is: if being 
“everywhere” is inferior to being “nowhere,” then (since exercise of 
providence involves being, in some sense, “everywhere’’) would it not 
be better for the One not to exercise providence? Proclus distinguishes 
two senses of “everywhere,” ‘“‘one which relates to what follows a 
given entity, as when we say that providence is everywhere present be- 
cause of the fact that it is absent from no one of things secondary to it 

. ; the other sense is that which refers to everything which is both 
prior to a thing and subsequent to it.’ He remarks also that one can 
have a sense of “nowhere” which is coordinate with “everywhere,”’ as 
in the case of Being, which is ‘“nowherc” because it is present to all 
things equally. The One, however, transcends any of the senses of 
being “in” something (Proclus here borrows Aristotle’s list of senses 
of “in” from Physics IV, 3), and so is absolutely nowhere. 

The next lemma (138a3-7) is chiefly concerned with the sense to be 
assigned to xvKAq (“in a circle”), and runs from 1140 to 1144. Here, as 
often elsewhere, Proclus presents a sequence of three commentators, 
in ascending order of acceptability, culminating with his revered “fa- 
ther,” Syrianus. It is, as usual, tempting to see the other two as Por- 
phyry and famblichus, especially as the first one views the topic meri- 
kéteron (‘in a rather restricted sense,”’ 140.27), while the second “looks 
towards ta pragmata,” and “‘speaks correctly,” a contrast very reminis- 
cent of that which Proclus makes in his Timaeus Commentary (I, 
204.24ff. Diehl), where he speaks of Porphyry as discussing the intro- 
ductory portion of the dialogue merikéteron, as opposed to Iamblichus, 
who treats it epoptikdteron; while elsewhere (ibid. I, 87.6), lamblichus is 
praised, in distinction from his predecessors, for referring waAdov eis 
Ta wpécypara (cf. also ibid. III, 168.4-5). 

At any rate, the first commentator takes this passage as simply de- 
nying that the One is “in a place.” But, as Proclus says, “there is noth- 
ing special about a characteristic which is shared even by individual 
souls.” The second commentator takes the view that Plato is denying 
of the Once every sense of “being in something.” This interpretation 
seems to be open to the objection that the One might be “in’’ all things 
in the way in which the point is in the line, since the point is not con- 
tained sich by the line, nor is it touched zo\Aayov. However, this is to 
take things too literally, as Proclus says. The line comprchends the 
point, since it contains all its characteristics. He then goes on, rather 
laboriously, to prove that the point cannot be the same as the One. 

However, even this interpretation does not exhaust the meaning of 
the text. Only that of Syrianus, in Proclus’ view, does that. He, as 
mentioned above, takes the or’ év &AA@ ovr év éavrT@ to refer specifi- 
cally to the One’s transcendence of the highest class of intellectual 
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gods, such as are asserted of the Onc-Being at 145b6ff., in the Second 
Hypothesis, and Proclus gives his argument in full from 1142.10 to 
1143.34. 

The third lemma (138a7-b2, 1145.1-1147.4) deals with the second 
half of the disjunction, ob’ év éav7@. This Icads Proclus to a discussion 
of authupostata, “‘sclf-constituted entities,” the definitive statement of 
which is to be found in ET, props. 40-51. Here, 4 propos the meaning 
of zrepisxeuv, “encompass,” he says the following: 


For a start, everything is said to be “‘in itself”’ which is cause of it- 
self and which is sclf-constituted, for we do not agree with those 
authorities who state that everything which is produced is pro- 
duced by a cause other than itself, but even as we are accustomed 
to rank the self-motive prior to the externally moved, even so one 
must rank the self-consticuted as prior to what is produced by an- 
other agent. (1145.34-1146.2) 


The One does not count as “‘self-constituted”; only the hypostases sub- 
sequent to it are that. So it is not “in itself.” 

The lemma ends (1146.27-1147.1) with some interesting, if confus- 
ing, textual criticism. It seems to Proclus that one might make clearer 
the meaning of ob« &Ado 7 adrd, eitep Kai év Eav7@ ein, if one trans- 
posed the xaé after etzrep to before ob« (and made it mean “‘and,’’ instead 
of ‘‘actually”’). Presumably he would then understand the whole as: 
“On the other hand, if it were in itself it would also be encompassing 
of itself, and none other than itself (would be the encompasser), since it 
would be within itself.’ (It is clear from this, by the way, that he docs 
not read the éy before obk which appears in the lemma.) This indeed 
might make things simpler, if one could move the xat about in this 
way. The second suggestion, not of Proclus himself but of ‘‘some au- 
thorities,"’ is less awkward, but still quite radical. They suggest that the 
phrase obx &AAo } ard, eimep Kai év govT@ should be assigned to Aris- 
totelcs, assenting to Parmenides’ argument. Parmenides then contin- 
ucs with éy 7@ yap rt elvan. . . . All this is provoked,.it seems, by the 
pleonastic nature of ob dAdo 7 adr. 

The next lemma (138b1-5, 1147.5-1151.34) first raises the problem, 
arising from the principle that “‘the same thing cannot as a whole both 
be acted upon and act in the same way at the same time,”’ of the status 
of the soul as self-moved, since this seems to imply the same thing both 
moving and being moved. 

Proclus feels that he can avoid contradiction here by pointing out 
that the soul has different faculties, by virtue of which it is both gen- 
crative (yervyruch) and self-reversionary (émorpenmxy). An enuty 
like the soul is not free of multiplicity (1148.35£f. ) “for it will be pro- 
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duced as a whole, but not in the samc respect as the producer will it also 
be produced. For the productive element in the primary sense will be 
the generative clement of the soul, since after all it is possible for one 
part to generate and another to be generated. . . ."” None of this, how- 
ever, is true of thc One. 

Proclus next (1149.26ff.) turns to an attack on those Platonists who 
wish to make the One “‘self-constitutive” (aiduméoTarov). In Plo- 
tinus’ case, this is bound up with his doctrine, in Enn. VI, 8, of the 
One’s will (BovAnois), which brings about its self-generation (cf. VI, 
8.13.50ff.). For Proclus, self-constitution seems inevitably to involve a 
duality of creating and created aspects. Plotinus, howcver, is second to 
no man in his insistence on the complete simplicity of the One, so the 
dispute here is really a matter of semantics, with, if anything, Proclus 
not appreciating the subtlety of Plotinus’ reasoning. 

The argument goes back behind Proclus, however. At 1150.22, he 
mentions another thinker or thinkers, who follow Plato more accu- 
rately and declare that the first principle is superior both to self-consti- 
tution and to all causality and potency. From the manner of his refer- 
ence (simple oi 8), I feel that Syrianus is not in question here. The 
most likely candidate otherwise is Jamblichus. It would be he, then, 
who first challenged the more traditional doctrine, the history of which 
both within and outside Platonism is well traced by John Whittaker in 
an important article.! This would accord well with lamblichus’ postu- 
lation of a One which is completely ineffable (4ppnros), as reported by 
Damascius in the Dubitationes (I, 86.3f€. Ruelle). 

The authupostata, then, are neither the highest nor the lowest rank of 
beings (1151.10ff.). Below them are entities which create other things, 
but are themselves created by others, and above them what creates 
other things, but is somchow supcrior to self-creation. 

The whole passage 138a2-b7 on the Syrianic theory, as I have said, 
asserts the transcendence of the One specifically to the summit (axpo- 
rns) of the intellectual order of gods. The next, long passage (138b8- 
139b3) proves that the One can neither be at rest nor in motion. This, 
Proclus, following Syrianus, sces as denying of the One the second in- 
tellectual order, the “lifegiving” (Cgoydvos rages, 1153.26), the char- 
acteristics of which are motion and rest. His commentary on this is di- 
vided into eight lemmata. 

He first (1154.3-1155.11) deals with the question as to why Motion 
and Rest are dealt with before Sameness and Otherness (which follow, 
at 139b-e). The reason is that the former arc more substantial qualities 


| The Historical Background of Proclus’ Doctrine of the Abdurréarere,” in De Lam- 
blique a Produs, Entretiens Fondation Hardt XX1 (1975), pp. 193-237. 
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of beings than the latter. The Sophist, he notes, also preserves the same 
order. 

He next (1155. 15ff.) turns to the division of types of motion, both 
physical and spiritual. In the Laws (X, 893bff.), he notes, we find a ten- 
fold division of motions, since the Laws is more concerned with the 
philosophy of nature; but the Parmenides is content with a two-fold di- 
vision, as set out in the Theaetems (181d), into alteration (&AAciwerts) 
and locomotion (¢op&); locomotion may in turn be divided into circu- 
lar motion and linear motion. All of these motions may be applied not 
only to bodies, but to souls and to the Intellect as well.? Souls transfer 
their attention from one Form to another, which is a type of locomo- 
tion, and they arc affected by their contact with the Forms, which con- 
stitutes altcration. Even Intellect is altered by its contemplation of the 
intelligible, and it performs a sort of cyclic intellectual motion about it 
as about a centre. So from all these spiritual motions, and not just phys- 
ical ones, the One is free. 

Someone, it seems, had made the suggestion that Plato leaves out 
self-motion on the grounds that the One is not exempt from this 
(1158.17£f.). Proclus dismisses this as absurd. This school of thought 
has been mentioned before, at 1150.2ff. As I commented there, it is 
hard to see what Neoplatonist thinker could have made such a sugges- 
tion; it is morc suitable to a Stoic-influenced Middle Platonist. 

He continues (1159. 1ff.) with a rather laborious proof that the One 
cannot undergo alteration without admitting multiplicity, and thus ab- 
solutely ceasing to be itself, whereas Soul and Intellect are not de- 
stroyed by alteration. As for locomotion, it is even less probable that 
the One would be ‘subject to it, but once again we have a laborious 
proof of this (1160. 10ff:). Likewise, proofs are provided that the One 
is subject to neither of the subdivisions of locomotion, circular and lin- 
ear motion (1162. 16ff. and 1164.24ff.). 

He continues to be bothered by those who would assign some form 
of motion to the One (1167.10ff.). “Let us,” he says, “‘make some brief 
reply to their arguments. They say that it is absolutely necessary for the 
First to act on the things that are secondary to it, for it gives them all 
unity, and it is the causc among beings of al] the unitary forms (évaia 
etn) which are participated in by them. Why, then, should one not 
describe this activity of the One as motion?” 

Proclus’ reply is that one should not put activity (évépyeta) before 
essence (ovcia), nor should one attribute energeia at all to the First Prin- 
ciple. This seems to be a criticism of Aristotle's doctrine in Met. A 

2 For a good discussion of the concept of “‘spiritual motion’ in Proclus, see S. E. 
Gersh, Kivnots ‘Axivnros: A Study of Spiritual Motion in the Philosophy of Proctus (Phil 
Ant. XXVI), Leiden, 1973. 
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(7.1072b26-8), but presumably also of some more recent authority. 
Activity in the One would involve also attributing potentiality (80- 
vapis) to it, and the resulting triad of ousia, dynamis, and energeia would 
introduce multiplicity into the One. So no activity; therefore no mo- 
tion. Presumably Proclus would not accord such attention to this po- 
sition were it not still a live issue, but no one seems prepared to own up 
to it, among his more immediate predecessors. 

At any rate, this question leads Proclus to a discussion of how the 
One gives rise to the existence of everything else, without its acting 
(1167.36ff.). “By its essence as One” (r@ eivon év) is the answer, even 
as do Soul and Intellect give life and existence respectively to what fol- 
lows them by their essences alone. At 1169.4ff., Proclus actually brings 
in Aristotle to support his position, suggesting that Aristotle made his 
first principle a final cause only, in order not to have to grant it activity! 

The final lemma of this section (1169. 12-1172.26) discusses the proof 
that the One is not at rest, by virtue of not being &v tut (which Plato 
can leave vague, but which we must fill out with “state’’ or “condi- 
tion,” though it can also be interpreted to mean “‘in a container”’). In 
this connection he quotes (1169.33-35) the interesting remark of an un- 
identified predecessor, that “it is because the One is not at rest that 
Being is in motion, and because the Onc is not in motion that Being is 
at rest”—the idea being that the One must have the potencics of both 
conditions within it, while being superior to both. So all talk of the 
“calm” or “quiet” or “rest” of the Onc must be taken as poetic licence. 

Following on this section of the Parmenides, Proclus turns to the sec- 
tion 139b3-c6 (1172.31-1191.9), which Syrianus identified as express- 
ing the One’s transcendence over the third, or demiurgic, order of the 
intellectual realm. This is characterised by Sameness and Otherness, 
and finds its positive equivalent at 146a8-147b8, in the Second Hypoth- 
esis. Proclus divides his commentary, as in the previous section, into 
eight lemmata. 

We begin with an aporia on the place of the five megista gené of the 
Sophist in the hierarchy of beings. Since there is, once again, a sequence 
of three commentators culminating in Syrianus, it seems probable that 
the previous two are Porphyry and Iamblichus. It would be Porphyry, 
then, who seems to have raised the question as to the proper place of 
the megista gené and to have declared that they are present at every level. 
This is easier for Porphyry to argue, since he madc the summit of the 
intelligible world his supreme principle (Damascius Dub. I, 86.8ff. 
Ruelle). For him, then, there is no specifically henadic realm. lambli- 
chus, on the other hand, who does postulate such a realm, and who 
postulates it with a variety of entities, wishes to limit the megista gené to 
the level of Intellect, and even, perhaps, within that, to rank them 
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lower than the summit of the intelligible order (cf. n. 31 below). Syri- 
anus is then brought in to resolve the controversy with one of his char- 
acteristically comprehensive solutions (1174.21 ff.). 

Proclus goes on (1175.30ff.) to develop the point that the order of 
negations corresponds to the relations of the One with itself, with itself 
and others, and with others, respectively. 

In the next lemma (1177.27-1179.21), he sets out four propositions 
in turn, in order, as he says, of increasing difficulty: the One is not dif- 
ferent from itself; the One is not different from others; the One is not 
the same as itsclf; the One is not the same as others. The next six lem- 
mata deal with these in turn. 

A series of aporiai are raised in the course of the discussion, but from 
the manner of their introduction (“Someone might raise the point 
...'’), they do not sound like difficulties actually raised by previous 
commentators. Of these, the most significant is onc which manifests 
itself at two places, 1184. 9ff. and 1190.4ff., in slightly different forms: 
(1) “How can the One be said to be transcendent over all things if it is 
not different from them?” and (2) “Are the others than the One not dif- 
ferent from it?” At lcast érepéms from everything else, it would 
seem, should be predicable of the One. 

Notso, Proclus maintains. The transcendence of the Once is not to be 
regarded as “‘difference” or “otherness,” since otherness implies some 
relationship to the othcr in question. In the case of the One, what we 
have is “unspeakable superiority’’ (&dpacros brepoxy; 1184.19, 
1190.37), which involves no relationship with what follows it. As for 
what follows on the One, this had indeed “declined” (idséven) from 
it, but this ipeors docs not necessarily involve étepdrns (1190. 194f.). 

If Proclus seems here to be indulging in some semantic. mancuver- 
ing, we must concede to him that he is struggling with a difficult exe- 
getical problem, how to express the state of non-reciprocal otherness 
which obtains between the Onc and all of its “‘products.”’ The author 
of the Anonymous Parmenides Commentary (probably, though not cet- 
tainly, Porphyry) expresses it well (fr. If) by comparing our concept 
of the One’s “‘difference”’ from everything else to our talk of the sun’s 
setting, when in fact the sun is experiencing no darkening, but the earth 
is falling into shadow, or the passengers on a ship having the sensation 
that the land is moving, when in fact it is they who are being carried 
along. It is interesting that Anon. Parm. uses the similar phrase dovp- 
Banos trepoxy (III, 7) to express the One’s total transcendence (see 
also on this, General Introduction, p. xxix). 

The next section, which is a commentary on Parm. 139e7-140b5, 
runs from 1191.13 to 1201.21. [t concerns the denial that the One is like 
or unlike either itself or others. This passage Syrianus took to refer to 
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the “‘assimilative” (&dopowwruy) order of gods in the supra-cosmic 
realm, whose role it is to connect the lower orders of gods with the in- 
tellectual realm, and in particular with the demiurgic monad, on which 
they directly depend. Thc section is divided into four lemmata, and the 
course of the exposition follows fairly closely that of the section on 
sameness. 

Once again, Proclus takes in turn the four propositions: (1) the One 
is not like itself; (2) the One is not unlike itsclf; (3) the One is not like 
the others; (4) the One is not unlike others. Again, he denies that Plato 
is following the Aristotelian categories (1192. 1ff.). Likeness follows on 
Sameness naturally because it is presupposed by it; something is “like” 
which has sameness as a characteristic (ard¥os) of it (1195.31). The One 
has no pathé of any kind; therefore it cannot be like anything elsc, cven 
if some other things can be said, loosely, to be “‘like” it. Plotinus is 
chided mildly, at 1199.3f€., for calling Nous an eikon of the Onc, as he 
does at Enn. V, 1.7.1 (cf: n. 66 below), though later (1200.22ff.) it is 
allowed that one may speak thus, with suitable reservations. “‘Even if, 
then,” says Proclus (1199. 16ff.), “you were to say that all things are 
like to the One, yct you will not say that they arc like it in virtuc of this 
likeness, but rather only in virtue of the unity which proceeds from the 
One to all beings, and the natural striving of all things towards the 
One.” 

The next section of the text, 140b6-d8, which argues that the One is 
neither equal nor unequal, poses Syrianus, and Proclus after him, a 
slight problem. At the corresponding stage of the Second Hypothesis 
(148d5-149d7), we have an argument asserting that the One is both in 
contact and not in contact with itself and with others. This character- 
istic Syrianus deemed proper to a median class of gods, partly supra- 
cosmic and partly encosmic, called the apolytoi, which may be trans- 
lated “‘absolute.”” This stage Plato skips over in the First Hypothesis (or 
rather, I suppose, adds in the Second), for some reason not obvious. 
Proclus promises rather airily to explain the reason “later” (1202.9-10), 
ptesumably in commenting on the later passage. What we now come 
to, on the Syrianic scheme, is the class of encosmic gods, both above 
and below the moon, who are characterised by varying degrees of 
equality and inequality. 

The commentary on this section extends from 1201.25 to 1212.4 and 
is divided into five lemmata. Apart from showing that “‘cqual’” and 
“unequal’’ follow on logically from sameness and otherness, he is 
chiefly here concerned with the concept of ‘measure’ and commen- 
surability which Plato introduces here. First, as he notes (1206. 1ff.), 
Plato produces definitions of “equal,” ‘‘unequal,” and ‘tincommensu- 
rable,” in a proper geometrical manner, before going on to his proofs. 
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First we have the proof that the One is not equal either to itself or to 
others (1206.36-1208.2), this following from the fact that the One is 
not the same as anything else; then that the One is not unequal either to 
itself or to others (1208.11-1210.23), the argument being that being un- 
equal involves a multiplicity of measures or parts, and the One has no 
measures or parts. Here an aporia is envisaged to the effect that, al- 
though the One does not have measures, it might be thought to be its 
own measure, and thus to have ome measure. But that would make it 
equal to itself, and qua cqual, it would not be simply One. So it cannot 
be or have measure. 

This, however, Icads to another aporia, arising from Plato’s state- 
ment in the Laws (IV, 716c) that the divine is the measure of all things. 
But how can it be a measure, since it is beyond all limit and boundary 
and unity (1210.1f£.)? It can only be a mcasurc, we must say, in the 
sense of being an object of striving for all things, but not as being co- 
ordinated with any of them, even to the extent of being “unequal” to 
them. 

The next section covers the passage 140e1-141d6, which argues that 
the One is neither older nor younger nor the same age either as itself or 
as anything elsc, on which the commentary stretches from 1212.9 to 
1233.19, comprising nine lemmata. This brings us clearly into the 
realm of Time, and so to the encosmic gods and the World Soul, which 
has its existence in Time. 

The proof that the One transcends Time involves Proclus in some 
interesting doxographical discussion. After dismissing those carly phi- 
losophers who thought that all things, including God, were compre- 
hended by Time (1213.17ff.), he turns to the question of precisely what 
kind of Time is intended here by Plato. We find here a five-part dox- 
ography (1214.24-1219.9) ending with Syrianus, and with its third and 
fourth members therefore identifiable with some probability as Por- 
phyry and Iamblichus. There is, as can be seen from notes 81 and 82 
below, some confirmatory evidence for this from other quarters. The 
first two are less clear, but the first, at least, may be Plotinus. 

The problem is that the transcendence of ordinary time would not be 
any great distinction for the One, since Intellect also transcends ordi- 
nary time (1215.29ff.). The One must also transcend the state in which 
Intellect exists, Eternity (Aiwv). This is the view of the second and third 
sets of commentators (the first had seen no problem). In this connec- 
tion, Proclus criticises the third commentator (Porphyry?) for identi- 
fying the One’s state as Kairos, “Occasion,” or ‘‘the right moment,” an 
ingenious, Pythagorean-influenced deduction from such passages as 
Philebus 66a, Politicus 284e and Laws IV, 709b. Proclus brushes this 
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aside, his main objection being that this commentator does not explain 
how chronos can be understood to include aidn as well. 

The fourth commentator (Iamblichus?) declares “timc”’ here to refer 
to “the causal principle of the intellectual order” (1216.37ff.). Proclus 
professes not to understand what is meant by this, but if we consider it 
against the background of Iamblichus’ known doctrine of Time,> we 
can see that it corresponds to the mpétos Kai &éSexros xpovos, OF 
xwptorros xpsévos, which is, as it were, the monad of the time in the 
physical world, or at the level of Soul. This is a curious concept, cer- 
tainly, but Proclus in fact understood it perfectly well, since he dis- 
cusses it himself in the Timaeus Commentary (III, 30.30ff.). Here, how- 
ever, he dismisses it in favour of the comprehensive solution of his 
master Syrianus, which actually sounds very little different. He also 
seems largely to adopt this commentator’s interpretations of the 
“younger,” “older,” and “of like age” of the lemma, as indicating su- 
periority, inferiority and equality of essence. 

The next three lemmata (1219. 16-1225.22) comprise demonstrations 
of the three negative statements about the One: (a) that it is not of the 
same age as itself or others; (b) that it is neither older nor younger than 
itself or others; and (c) that it does not participate in time. In connection 
with this last proof, problems are again raised. The first is why Plato 
has not also specified that the One transcends eternity (1224. 2ff.). Pro- 
clus suggests, first, that the denial that the One is at rest is also a denial 
that it participates in eternity. The second returns to the question as to 
why the One might not be Time itself, as it is in fact termed by Or- 
pheus, while the Pythagoreans, as we have seen, call it Kairos 
(1224.29ff.). The Orphic term is a problem for Proclus, but he explains 
it as simply a symbolic term for the One’s gencrative power. 

The next lemma (141a7-b3), running from 1225.30 to 1228.18, pre- 
sents the problem as to whcther Plato is being merely sophistical, as 
some commentators have considered, in his argument that what is be- 
coming older than itself must also be becoming younger than itself. 
Following on the initial set of commentators, we have a sequence of 
two, answered by Syrianus, so Porphyry and [amblichus are once 
more in prospect, but they say nothing which would serve to identify 
them. Syrianus’ solution is that we are dealing here with souls, which 
are entities possessing cyclical rather than linear life, so that even as 
they become older, they also become younger, since their end is also 
their beginning—a good example of Syrianus’ creative interpretation 
of the text to suit his elaborate metaphysical scheme. 


} The texts relating to this are collected by S. Sambursky and S. Pines, in The Concept 
of Time in Late Neoplatonism, Jerusalem, 1971. 
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The next three lemmata are summative in nature and contain noth- 
ing worthy of special note. 

The next section covers Parm. 141d7-e7, and runs from 1233.28 to 
1239.21, divided into two lemmata. This passage, which dissociates 
the One from the three divisions of time—past, present and future— 
Syrianus takes as relating to the classes of being dependent upon the di- 
vine Soul, that is, according to a triadic distinction first attested in lam- 
blichus, De Myst. I, 3: daemons, heroes and pure souls. He sees this 
triadic division also observed in Rep. X, 617c, with Plato’s description 
of the three Moirai, since they are allotted past, present, and future re- 
spectively. It would be incorrect, however, he says (1235.4ff.), to sug- 
gest that these cntities act in any partial way, and not over the whole of 
time. Rather we must say that transcendent Time has within itself three 
dynameis, the perfective (rekenuvpyes), represented by the past, the 
cohesive (cvvexzix7), represented by the present, and the revelatory 
(éxdavropixy), represented by the future, and these beings are allotted 
one or other of these. The whole scheme, he claims, represents the 
three triads of the intelligible realm (1237.3ff.), the first being on, aian, 
and fo protés aidnion, constituting ousia, dynamis, and energeia respec- 
tively, and the other two depending upon each of these. Syrianus is ex- 
plicitly credited with this theory of the powers of Time at In Tim. III, 
38.12ff., which makes clear how much Proclus is indebted to him here. 

The second lemma (1238.24ff.) shows that the Onc participates in 
none of these aspects of Time, and so transcends every order of souls. 

Having descended this far down the scale of being, even to the divin- 
iscd level (%) éeDeoupévy odaia, 1239.27), Plato, in Proclus’ (and Syri- 
anus’) view, now turns back to the monad of the intelligible world, to 
deny Being of the One. This is sct out in Parm. 141¢7-142a1, the com- 
mentary on which is covered in 1239.27-1242.33 Cousin, and 34.1- 
42.29 Klibansky, since the Greek text gives out half way through. It is 
divided into two lemmata. 

In the first (1241.15ff.), Proclus raises the question why Plato does 
not begin by denying Being of the One, and only gets round to doing 
so now. His answer is that the denial of Being at the outset would have 
appeared to checkmate the dialectic process straight away, which 
would be ridiculous. For this reason he starts with the proposition that 
the Oncis not many, and is prepared to use “is” loosely until he reaches 
the final stage of the argument. Its non-existence thus becomes obvious 
gradually, by the elimination of all other attributes. 

Proclus also sees a metaphysical suitability in this order of negations: 


Thus Plato copies the circle described by the whole of existence, 
which not only proceeds from One but also returns to One. He 
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comes to procession by means of the concept of multiplicity, . . 
and he gets back to One by way of “being one.” .. . . Where, then, 
should he have started his construction of the scale of beings in this 
account of the procession from the One, if not with many? And 
from what other point could. he have madc his reversion than 
through “being one”’? (34.6ff. Klibansky) 


This scheme, he notes, is concordant with that of the theologians—in 
this casc, presumably, Hesiod and Orpheus—who begin their accounts 
with theogonies, and culminate in the matings of Zeus and the other 
‘ods! 

. Proclus begins the second lemma (34.30 ff.) with a distinction be- 
tween two senses of “‘onc,”’ the first one transcending, and the second 
coordinate with, Being. It is the first, of course, with which we have to 
do here, and so the verb “is” cannot properly be used of it. This leads 
him to renew his attack, on the one hand, on Iamblichus’ association of 
“the gods” with the Onc in the First Hypothesis, since all the henads of 
the other gods coexist with Being; and on the other, on the view of Or- 
igen the Platonist that the subject of the First Hypothesis is ankyposta- 
ton, harking back in this to the beginning of Book VI (1054.37ff. and 
1065.1ff., respectively). 

He then embarks on a laborious proof that One and Being cannot be 
coordinate, but that the One must be prior to, and the cause of, Being 
(36.32-38.27). This being proved, however, we arc left with a problem 
as to what “one” it is in which Being participates. This requires the 
postulation of the One Being, or “the One that exists,’” which is the 
subject of the Second Hypothesis. 

In this connection, Proclus produces an apparent quotation from 
Speusippus (40.1-5), which gives rise to considerable difficulties. Sus- 
picions might be raised, for a start, by the fact that he mentions Speu- 
sippus by name at all, considcring how completely he suppresses ex- 
plicit reference to authorities in the rest of the commentary. However, 
he does mention Xenocrates once, at 888.36, in giving his definition of 
a Form, and he is quite prepared to quote Zeno and Parmenides by 
name, as well as other ‘‘ancient” authorities such as Orpheus and the 
Chaldaean Oracles, so that this is not quite without parallcl. It is cer- 
tainly probable that Proclus has no direct acquaintance with Speusip- 
pus, but is borrowing the reference from an intermediary—lambli- 
chus, Porphyry, or even Nicomachus of Gerasa—but there is no 
reason, I think, to doubt the substantial accuracy of the quotation. 

A more serious difficulty arises over the subject matter. If this is a 
verbatim quotation, then to what is Speusippus referring? Plainly Pro- 
clus takes the Indefinite Dyad here to be in some way identified with 
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the One of the Second Hypothesis. They seem to have the same role in 
producing the universe, and One Being can be seen, presumably, as a 
dyad composed of “one” and “being.” But we necd not assume that 
Speusippus is commenting on or referring to Plato’s Parmenides 
(though such a reference, I suppose, cannot be excluded). Klibansky, 
in his notes (p. 86), suggests that the fragment comes from Speusippus’ 
treatise On Pythagorean Numbers (of which we havea long extract on the 
Decad preserved in Iamblichus’(?) Theologumena Arithmeticae (82.10- 
85.23 De Falco = fr. 28 Taran), and this is a reasonable conjecture. It is 
Proclus, therefore—or perhaps a predecessor—who is making the con- 
nection with the subject of the Second Hypothesis. Speusippus is 
brought in here because he isolates a first principle, the One or Monad, 
which is above Being, and not itself, by itself, counting as a principle. 
It is this last statement (in Moerbeke’s Latin et ab ea que secundum prin- 
cipium habitudine ipsum liberaverunt (sc. Pythagorei), rendered by Kli- 
bansky Kai amd THs Kar’apxiy ELews abrd HArevIépwoarv, that has 
caused the most trouble. I do not agree with Tar4n‘ that this is in con- 
tradiction with Aristotle’s testimony in Met. 1092a14-15 (fr.43 Taran). 
All Speusippus need be saying is that the One by itself would never 
have created anything, and that even after the gencration of the Indef- 
inite Dyad, it is the Dyad, rather than the One, which performs the role 
of creative principle. But further discussion of this interesting question 
would be out of placc here. Suffice it to note that Proclus thinks he can 
adduce Spcusippus as testimony to the distinction between the One it- 
self and the One Being. 

The One is, then, shown to be above knowledge of any sort, even 
the sort of knowledge possessed by Soul or Intellect. In this connec- 
tion, an aporia is raiscd (42.12ff.) as to what Plato means here by “‘be- 
licf,” in the phrase “if one is to believe this argument” (ei Sei 7@ roLwde 
hoyw morevew). Proclus suggests that pistis here may be taken in the 
Chaldaean sense of ‘‘faith,”’ rather than in the “normal” Platonic sense 
of a level of knowledge lower than epistémé, dependent upon sense-per- 
ception. He does not absolutely commit himself to this solution, how- 
ever. It may be that Plato is just saying that reason cannot entirely grasp 
the nature of the One. No matter how near a lower principle gets to 
apprehending it, there is always something more. 

The next lemma (142a1-2) establishes the point that nothing can be 
in any relation to the One, since the One has no existence, and relations 
can only obtain between things existent. Proclus’ attention is attracted 
(44.13f€.) by the inclusion of the rather pleonastic phrase ‘‘this non-ex- 
istent’’ (rovzw 7@ wh SvTt). This provokes him once again to a distinc- 


“4 Speusippus of Athens (Phil. Ant. XXXIX), Leiden, 1981, pp. 352-356. 
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tion between the various degrees of non-existence, but also to an ec- 
static, Plotinus-like, description of the soul’s striving towards the One, 
which may yet contain, interestingly, a criticism of Plotinus, as Kli- 
bansky suggests: 


For the mind is tormented by the unlimitedness and indefiniteness 
of the totally non-existent; it experiences difficulty in grasping it 
and is happy to be ignorant of it, fearing to step out into the lim- 
itless and measureless. But it mounts towards the incomprehen- 
sible supereminence of the One itself, borne in its dircction by a 
longing for its nature, revolving round it, wanting to embrace it, 
seeking with supreme passion to be present to it, unifying itself as 
far as possible and purging all its own multiplicity, so that some- 
how it may become perfectly one. (44.32ff.) 


Plotinus, in Enn. VI, 9.3.4ff., describes the approach of the soul to the 
One as follows: 


The soul reaching towards the formless finds itself incompetent to 
grasp where nothing bounds it or to take the impression where the 
impinging reality is diffuse; in sheer dread of holding to nothing- 
ness, it slips away. The state is painful; often it seeks relicf by re- 
treating from all this vagueness to the region of sense, there to rest 
on solid ground, just as the sight distressed by the minute rests 
with pleasure on the bold. (MacKenna’s translation) 


If Proclus is in fact ‘‘correcting”’ Plotinus in making this distinction 
between the soul’s horror of the non-existence of Matter and its long- 
ing for the One, then he would seem to have the worst of the argu- 
ment, and even to call into question how far he himselfis a true mystic. 
Plotinus, who was, knew whercof he spoke, and his experience is con- 
firmed copiously from the testimony of other mystics, Eastern and 
Western.* The approach to unqualified Being, or Non-Being, or what- 
ever the goal of meditation is taken to be, is initially attended by feel- 
ings of terror, until the mystic becomes familiar with the sensation. 
Proclus plainly revolts against this notion, feeling that the approach to 
the One should be a purely joyful experience. But the dance of the 
moth round the flame is not a purely joyful experience. 

The next lemma (142a2-3) specifies the forms of description and 
knowledge that are inapplicable to the One. Proclus notes that two 
modes of description are denied of it, onoma and logos, and three modes 
of knowledge—epistémé, aisthésis, and doxa, This leads to a long dis- 


5 Seee.g. Evelyn Underhill, Mysticism, Pact II, ch. 9: “The Dark Night of the Soul,” 
London, 1910. 
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quisition on, first, the various levels of knowledge, and then, the doc- 
trine of names, drawing largely on the Cratylus. 

He begins (48.11) with a reference to the famous passage of the Sev- 
enth Letter (341cd), which refers to the “light suddenly kindled in the 
soul.” This plainly refers to the sudden illumination about a problem 
in philosophy which may result from the proccss of dialectic, but Pro- 
clus takes it as referring to our apprehension of the One, regarding Pla- 
to’s expression as év 7p Wux7 as a description of the “One of the soul.” 

In connection with the discussion of aisthésis (48.20f£.), he makes ref- 
erence to the interesting concept of divine “‘sense-perception,” that is, 
the analogue of sense-perception present in the Demiurge and in the 
gods of the noetic realm, by which they apprehend things in the cos- 
mos. This notion of a sort of archetype of sense-perception in the 
noetic world may arise from speculation on how the gods cognise the 
world (a problem put by Parmenides in Parm. 134d), was certainly 
stimulated by speculation as to what the second horse of the divine 
évvwpides of the Phaedrus myth might correspond to, and was given a 
proof text in Or. Chald. fr. 8 (quoted here): 


V@ we KaTEXELW TH VONTE, 
La 2) ‘ ra @ 
alodnow 8 érayew Koo nots, 


The phrase Snusovpyuch aiodnocs (the presumed original of Moer- 
beke’s conditivus sensus) seems to occur nowhere else in Proclus. 

He then (50.1-22) takes in turn doxa and epistémé, and runs through 
the whole seira of each, from our own level of opinion and knowledge 
right up to that of the Demiurge, in the case of opinion, and of Being 
itself, in the case of knowledge, and declares the One to be inapprehen- 
sible to all forms of cither of thesc. 

There next follows, at 50.23-25, a confused passage which seems to 
contain a lacuna of some length, becausc when we come out of it we 
are already embarked on a discussion of names. Names, also, and 
therefore language, must be seen as present at the divine level as well as 
the human; we have evidence that this was Plato's doctrine at Cratylus 
400d, Phaedrus 255c, and Timacus 36c. But not even divine language 
can describe the One, since, as he says (52.9-10), “every name which 
can be properly said to be such by nature corresponds to what is 
named, and is the logical image of the object.”’ This Ieads him to refer 
to a bizarre doctrine of Theodorus of Asine (also quoted at In Tim. Il, 
274.10f€.) that the letters of the name éy, including the rough breath- 
ing, refer not to the essence of the First Principle itself, but to all that 
proceeds from it (52.10-21). 


® On this see my article, ‘The Concept of Two Intellects: A Footnote to the History 
of Platonisrn,” Phronesis X VIL (1973): 176-185. 
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Why, then, do we call it “One” at all, or what are we naming when 
we use this term? Proclus suggests (54.4ff.) that what we are naming is 
actually “the understanding of unity which is in ourselves”: 


What elsc is the One except the operation and energy of this striv- 
ing (after the Onc)? It is therefore this interior understanding of 
unity, which is a projection and, as it were, an expression of the 
One in ourselves, that we call “the Onc.” So the One itself is not 
nameable, but the One in ourselves (54. 11-14). 


We call this element in ourselves “the One” because it is unity that pro- 
tects and preserves us, and it is thus our most valuable element, as it is 
for all created things (56.1ff.). Even a multiplicity must have a share in 
some sort of unity, if it is not to dissolve into infinity. So we name our 
conception of the First Principle ‘‘the One,” because unity is that for 
which all things strive. 

The Oncis the samc as the Good (56.34f£.), since we cannot conceive 
of one being prior to, or distinct from, the othcr, and neither of them 
are properly knowable. If Socrates in the Republic (VII, 540a) speaks of 
the Good as knowable, he qualifics this by talking about “‘inclining the 
light (aixyj) of the soul towards it”—and Proclus takes % ris yuxiis 
ody’) as referring, once again, to the “One of the soul.” 

He ends the lemma (58.25ff.) with a most interesting appeal to the 
evidence of the Chaldaean Oracles as to the One of the soul. There is 
some problem about the exact form of the quotation—Kliban- 
sky’s punctuation is plainly wrong in onc place (seen. 120 below)—but 
they constitute a useful addition to our store of fragments, even if they 
do not mean exactly what Proclus wants them to mean. The informa- 
tion about Adad, since it is found also in Macrobius, Sat. I, 23.17, 
probably derives from Porphyry. 

The penultimate lemma (142a4-6) simply reinforces the previous 
one, with a list of verbs corresponding to the nouns. Proclus takes the 
opportunity to present here the passage on logic and language from the 
Seventh Letter (342a-344a), to make the point that if names and defini- 
tions are incapable of conveying the essence of objects of intellection, 
how much less will any name or definition convey the essence of the 
One (62.9-14)? The only justification he can find for the apparent re- 
petitiveness of this sentence is that it emphasises that the One is un- 
knowable by its own nature, and not just by reason of the feebleness of 
all other things. 

He does however, wish to specify that ot8% yeyvooxeron here only 
refers to epistémé, rational knowledge, which docs not exclude supra- 
rational cognitio indivinata (gvdeaoriKh ye@oes?), such as the Onc of our 
soul would employ for cognising the One (62.21-28). 
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The final lemma (142a6-8) seems at first sight to permit only a neg- 
ative conclusion to the whole First Hypothesis: ‘Is it possible that all 
this should hold good of the One?” “I should say not!” This, it seems, 
was used by Origen the Platonist as a firm indication that there is no 
subject of the hypothesis, and that, in turn, provokes Proclus to attack 
him once again. To Proclus it is obvious that the One above Being 
must be discussed somewhere, and it is certainly not discussed in the 
hypothesis following, so it must be discussed in the First. Of course, 
Origen does not believe in such an entity, so Proclus’ argument is ir- 
relevant to him. 

Proclus proceeds (64.25ff.) to a doxography of those who accept that 
the subject of the First Hypothesis is the One, but are bothered by the 
final conclusion. As so often, we have a sequence of three authorities, 
culminating in Syrianus, encouraging again the conjecture that the pre- 
vious two are Porphyry and Iamblichus. Certainly the contrast at 
68.15-16 between those who follow Aoyoypadix) axodovdia and those 
who follow % tv apaypatov Sewpia is characteristic of the contrasts 
which Proclus makes in the Timaeus Commentary between these two 
(see n. 127 below). Be that as it may, the first authority wants to take 
this passage, not as the conclusion of the First Hypothesis, but as the 
beginning of the Second! This is not in fact an entircly unreasonable 
suggestion, as the passage reads just as smoothly if taken in that way, 
but Proclus, though polite to it, does not feel that it is on the right lines. 

Better, he feels, is the view (66.25ff.) which sees this as the general- 
ising conclusion of the whole argument: “So the general negation rep- 
resents at the same time the whole progression of al] from the One and 
the manifestation of individual beings taken together and scparately in 
the order that appcars fitting” (68.11-13). 

This is on the right lines, but needs further development, and this it 
receives at the hands of Syrianus (68.16ff.). Syrianus prefaces his solu- 
tion with a reminder to us of the different senses which negation takes 
on at lower levels of reality, in order to make clear how none of these 
applies to the One: 


But negative propositions about the One do not really express 
anything about the One. For nothing at all applies to it, either spe- 
cifically or privatively, but, as we have said, the name ‘“‘One”™ 
names our conception of it, not the One itself, and so we say that 
the negation also is about our conception, and none of the negative 
conclusions that have been stated is about the One, but because of 
its simplicity it is exalted above all contrast and all negation. (70.5- 
10) 
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Proclus has said this before, in the course of the general introduction to 
the First Hypothesis in Book VI (1076.35ff.) 4 propos the suitability of 
negations to the First Causc. This passage shows, if demonstration 
were needed, that the doctrine is that of Syrianus. Proclus goes on 
(70.194£.) to endorse it further, from a slightly different point of view, 
by pointing out the One cannot even properly stand as subject to any 
proposition, even a negative one, as it has been doing throughout the 
First Hypothesis, so it is only proper to undercut all these propositions 
at the end of the argument. 

A third way of approaching the problem, to which he turns at 
72.23ff. (after a sideswipc at Aristotle for not rising above Intellect in his 
search for the First Cause), is to take the statement that these things are 
not possible (Svverov) for the Onc as expressing the truth that the Once 
should not even be credited with the power (8dvajus) of generating all 
things, which is one significance of negation, and thus that it tran- 
scends even this. 

His final approach to the problem (74.3ff.) is to draw attention to the 
suitability of Parmenides’ procedurc here to the mystical ascent of the 
soulto the Onc. The soul must leave behind all reason and deliberation, 
and set aside even the dialectical method which has brought it to the 
threshold of the One, in order to make the final leap to union with it. 
That leap should be characterised by silence, and so “‘it is with silence,” 
as Proclus says in the final sentence of the surviving part of the Com- 
mentary, “that he brings to completion the study of the One.” 
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“Further, being such as we have described, it cannot any longer' be any- 
where; for it cannot be either ir another or in itself."” “How so?” (138a) 


The discussion passes to another order of beings, the summit of 
those gods termed intellectual in the strict sense, and it denies this of 
the One, showing that the One is nowhere, neither as being contained 
in any other cause, nor as being comprchended by itself and belonging 
to itself. But before he entcrs upon the necessary chain of syllogistic 
proof, he has once again announced in advance the conclusion, em- 
ploying, before efforts at scientific demonstration, intellectual intui- 
tions, and this is how he will proceed also in all the subsequent steps. 
That he is beginning on another order, he has made sufficiently clear to 
us both by the phrase ‘‘any longer’’ and “being such as we have de- 
scribed”; for how would that which has been demonstrated to be be- 
yond all the median orders of gods and of the intelligible-intcllectual 
order be any longer the participant in any of the intellectual entities or 
even in the summit of the intellectual beings? After all, that which is 
transcendent over the more divine causes will far more outstrip those 
which follow on subscquent to these. 

So much may be said, then, about the organisation of the argument 
in general, according as it follows the order of reality. But once again, 
when some critics say at this point that Plato is contradicting the Par- 
menidean One of the poems, we do not accept their argument. For Par- 
menides says about his own One that: 


It remains the same in the same place, and rests by itself; 
And so it stays ever stable; for strong Necessity 
Holds it in the bonds of limit, which constrains it round about. 
Because it is not right that Being should be without end.? 
(fr. 8.29-32) 


' Proclus reads é7 before sin, against MSS of Plato, and indecd uses it just below (line 
27) as “evidence” that Plato is moving here to the description ofa new taxis of beings. 

2 Proclus' MSS read zowwexey ot aréXsurov rotow, ei Oéyss sizeiv, which is incoher- 
ent I follow ID-K (and Simplicius): odvexev obx drekedrnrov 70 dv GEmis sivar. 
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But, as this text demonstrates, he is giving here a philosophical de- 
scription of Being and not of the One; and these characteristics will be 
asserted of that entity in the Second Hypothesis, where Being is linked 
together with the One. So if in the present passage he demonstrates that 
itis the Onc, and not Being, that does not have limit and is not situated 
anywhere, neither in itself nor in anything else, this is not a refutation 
of the philosophy of Parmenides, but leaves that as it stands and adds 
to it a higher doctrine. 

This is the distinction we would make about that. But that we use 


~ the term “nowhere” in its strictest and simplest sense in reference to the 
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primary cause, we must now explain. The Soul, for one thing, is often 
said to be nowhere, and especially the non-related soul; for it is not pos- 
sessed by any of those things secondary to it, nor is its activity con- 
strained by any relation, as if it were bound through some relation to 
what is subsequent to it. Intellect is also said to be nowhere; for it is 
everywhere alike, and is present cqually to all things far more (than 
Soul), and by reason of this sore of presence it is not contained by any 
of the things which participate in it. God also is said to be nowhere, 
because he transcends all things, because he is unparticipated, because 
he is superior to all conjunction and all relation and all linking to any- 
thing else. Now, as I said, each of these things is correctly said about 
the three ruling hypostases, but the term “nowhere” is not used in the 
same way in all cases. The soul is nowhere among those things subse- 
quent to it, but it is not nowhere in the absolute sense; for it is at any 
event in itself, as being self-moved, and it is in its own cause, since 
everywhere thc cause contains in a prior way the potentiality of its 
product and comprchends it unitarily. Intellect too is nowhere among 
those things subsequent to it; but it too is not simply nowhere, as it is 
also in itself as being self-hypostatising, and further it is contained by 
its own cause—if you want to speak in theological terms, by the pater- 
nal cause (for every intellect is an intellect of the Father,? onc of the uni- 
versal Father, another of the father of its own triad: at any rate Intellect 
is contained by the Father); and even if you prefer not to describe it in 
this fashion, at least it is so because every intellect strives towards the 
One and is held within the One; for this rcason too, it is incorrect to 
state that the Intellect is nowherc. Only the One is nowhere in the ab- 
solute sense; for it is neither in what is subsequent to it, in so far as it is 
transcendent over al] things, since this is not the case with cither Intel- 
lect or Soul, which are the principles after the One; nor is it in itself, in 
so far as it is simple and non-receptive of any multiplicity; nor is it in 
what is prior to it because nothing is superior to the One; this, then, is 
what is absolutely nowhere, whereas all other things are nowhere in a 


3 For the expression vos wezpés, cf. Or. Chald. fr. 22.1 DP. 
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secondary sense, and in one way they are nowhere and in another they 
are not nowhere. If you will consider the whole order of beings, you 
will see, first, that the forms in matter are solely in other things and of 
other things, and established in certain substrata; and then that natures, 
while also being in other things (for they descend into bodies and are in 
a way in a subject), yet already bear some echo and image of being in 
themselves, in so far as they are lives already and essences; and when 
one part of any of them has some experience they share the experience 
themselves; and then souls in relation, in so far as they have a relation, 

are themselves also in another (for this relation towards what is second- 
ary involves inevitably being in another); yet in so far as they are able 
to turn towards themselves, they are morc purely in themselves (for 
natures exercise all their activity about bodies, and whatever they do, 

they do to something else; but souls exercise some of their activities in 
relation to the body, while others they exercise in rclation to them- 
selves and direct themselves towards themselves); non-related souls are 
already in themselves, and are no longer in others in the sense of what 
is secondary to them, though in another in the sense of what is prior to 
them; for ‘being in another”’ has two senses, that of having relation to 
what is secondary to one, which is inferior to being in oneself, the other 
which is superior to being in onesclf, and of these the former extends 
as far as souls in relation, whereas the latter begins only with divine and 
generally with non-related souls, and the former sense applies to the 
former category; for all things are in their own causal principles, or 
otherwise they would not exist, if they had gonc forth completely from 
thcir causes; and the second sense belongs to the latter category, for the 
former meaning would have implied a deficiency of power. Or is it not 
otherwise necessary that if it is in the lowest of any order it should also 
be in the first? So then, we may say that divine souls are only in what 
is prior to them, that is to say in the intellects upon which they depend. 

Intellect, further, is both in itself and in that which is prior to it, by 
which I mean the Father and, if you wish, the power of the Father; for 
all things up to this point have the characteristic of being in another, but 
as for the Father himself, how would he have it? Whether Intellect is 
only in itself or also in another is a question that will have to be looked 
into later, when we come to speak of self-hypostatisation.* 

The expression “nowhere,” then (for this is what we are meant to be 
considering), can in no way apply to those things which have the char- 
acteristic of being in another (that is, in the sense which is inferior to 
being in oneself); for how will the characteristic of being nowhere fit 


* Presumably in the (lost) discussion of the Second Hypothesis. Cf. ET, props. 40-51, 
and Damascius, Dub. 78, I, 173.20ff. Ruelle. 
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the situation of these things which are in something else when it con- 
flicts with the idea of being in anything at all? As for those entities 
which are in another in the sense which is superior to being in oneself, 
being nowhere is present to them, but not absolutely; for each of them 
are in their own causal principles. Only to the One is the epithet “no- 
where” applicable primally and absolutely; for it is neither in what fol- 
lows it, for that would not be right; nor is it in what is prior to it, for 
there is no such thing; nor is it in itself, for that is not its nature-the 
first, because it is without relation, the second, because it is primal, and 
the third, because it is simply One; so that it is nowhere. 

This, then, is absolutely correct. After this, however, we must in- 
quire into the expression “everywhere,” as to whether it is superior and 
more perfect than “nowhere,” or inferior to it. If it is superior, on the 
one hand, why do we not assign what is superior to the first principle, 
whereas we have given it the characteristic of being nowhere, but in 
fact, we say simply that it is nowhere; if on the other hand it is inferior, 
how would it not be better for the first principle not to exercise provi- 
dence than to exercise it? For that which exercises providence is present 
to all those things which merit providence; whereas that which does 
not exercise providence is not compelled to be anywhere among what 
is secondary to it. 

We may say in reply that the expression “everywhere” has two 
senses, one which relates to what follows a given entity, as when we 
say that providence is everywhere present because of the fact that it is 
absent from no one of secondary things, but preserves and holds to- 
gether and orders all things, penetrating through them by virtue of its 
sharing of its power; the other sense is that which refers to everything, 
both that which is prior to a thing, and that which is subsequent to it. 
For that thing is “everywhere” in the proper sense which is both in 
what is secondary to itself and in what is prior to it because it is also in 
the proper sense all these things; and it is of this sense of “everywhere” 
that the “nowhere” in his passage is a negation, having the sense of 
what is neither in itself nor in what is prior to it, and this sense of “no- 
where” is superior to “‘everywhere’’ and is a particular epithet of the 
One alone. 

There is another sense of “nowhere” which is coordinate with 
“everywhere,” which we are accustomed to apply only to secondary 
entities, and either of them is true by virtue of the other. Being, for in- 
stance, is “nowhere”’ because it is “everywhere’’; for that which is pos- 
sessed by some particular place is in something, whereas that which is 
present equally to all things is nowhere exclusively; and again because 
it is nowhere, for this reason it is everywhere; for because of the fact 
that it is equally transcendent over all things, it is equally present to all 
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things, as being equally distant from all things. These mcanings are co- 
ordinate with each other, but that other meaning of “nowhcre”’ is su- 
perior to all meanings of “everywhere” and can only be applicd to the 
One, as being the negation of every sensc of being in something.> For 
whether you understand “in something” as being “‘in a place,” or as 
being “‘in a whole,” or as being a whole in parts, as being “in an end or 
purpose,” or in the sense that the affairs of those administcred are “in 
the hands of” the administration, or in the sensc of a genus in species, 
or of species in genera, or in the sense of ‘‘in time,” all these senses 
equally arc transcended by the One. For neither is there any place 
which contains the One, in order that the One may not appear as a mul- 
tiplicity, nor is there a whole which comprises the One; for it is not a 
part of anything, lest, being a part, it should also be in a whole, which 
would involve the One in being a quality of something; for every 
whole has oneness as a quality, and it is deficient in comparison to the 
truly One, since it itself is not truly one; nor is it itself in parts; for it 
does not have any part, being partless; nor is anything else an end 
which has power over it, for it has been shown to have no end or pur- 
pose beyond it whatever; nor is it in anything as a species is in a genus; 
for of what would it be a species, since there is nothing grcater than it? 
Nor is it in time, for that which is in time is a multiplicity; it will be 
shown, then, not to partake of time cither. So then the One is superior 
to all the meanings of “‘to be in something.” If, then, every sense of 
being in something is falsc of it, the corresponding negation, “‘being 
nowhere,” is true; for being in something is the contrary of being no- 
where, even as someone is contrary to no onc, so that the One would 
therefore be nowhere. 

So much for that, then. Once again, to sum up, he divides the idea 
of being in something into two, into being in oneself and being in an- 
other, summing up all those well-known varieties of meaning in these 
two, in order that, if he can show that the One can neither be in itself 
nor in another, he would have shown that it was nowhere. For if it is 
in something, he says, cither it is in itself or in another; but it is neither 
in itself nor in another; thercfore it is not in anything. And ifit is notin 
anything absolutely, it would be nowhere. 

Once he has demonstrated this, it will become clear that the One is 
transcendent over that order to which this designation belongs, I mean, 
“‘being in itself and in another.”” When this has become clear, we are 
then able to conclude that Intellect cannot be the primal entity; for there 
is proper to it its being in itself, its knowing itself, and its turning to- 

3 The following distinction of meanings of év is borrowed from Aristotle, Physics IV, 
3.210a1 4ff. 
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wards itself, even if this appears particularly at the summit of the intel- 
lectual realm, along with the turning towards the first principles, and 
the entry into itself and, as it were, the “crookedness”' of being in itself, 
which always wishcs to possess and embrace itself.® 


“If it were in another, it would be encircled all round by that in which it 
was contained, and would have many contacts with it at many points; but 
it is impossible for there to be contact at many points all round in a circle 
with a thing which is One and has not parts and is not round.” “It is in- 
deed impossible.’* (138a) 


The summary of the proof of the conclusion here presented is more or 
less as follows: the One is neither in itself nor in another; but every- 
thing that is in something is either in itsclf or in another; therefore the 
One is in no way in anything, and that which is in no way in anything 
is nowhere. Further, he demonstrates the first of the premiscs as fol- 
lows: the One cannot touch anything at many points; that which is in 
something else touches that which it is in at many points; therefore the 
One is not in anything else. Again, the One has neither beginning nor 
end, nor is it in gencral something that contains and is contained; but if 
the One were in itself, it would have an clement which contains and an 


element which is contained. Therefore, the One is not in itself; but it 


has been shown that it is not in anything else either; therefore the One 
is neither in itself nor in anything else. Such, then, are the syllogisms 
which demonstrate the present text, proving to us what is required 
with geometrical force on the basis of what has previously been agreed. 

Let us turn next to the consideration of the doctrine behind this, and 
Iet us consider in what sense Parmenides says that everything which is 
in something else is contained ‘“‘in a circle” by that in which it is, and 
touches it in many ways at many points. Of the commentators pre- 
‘vious to us, some have taken the phrase ‘‘in something else’’ in a rather 
restricted sense, understanding it as meaning only “‘in a place” and “in 
a container,” and reconciling the text to this interpretation plausibly 
enough; for what is in a place touches that place and what is in a con- 
tainer touches the container and it is contained on all sides by it; for the 
expression “‘in a circle” is equivalent to ‘‘on all sides,” indicating the 
force of the containing entity which holds the contained element 
within it. This, then, is what they say is being demonstrated to us, that 
the One is not in a place, if being in a place must involve being many 
and touching its container at many points, whereas it is impossible for 
the One to be Many. 


* There isa reference here to Kpévos cyxudouryns, or rather &yavidenns. Kronos sym- 
pees the sammit of the intellectual realm, cf. In Crat. 66.25-27 Pasq., and PT V, p. 
lortus. : 
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I would say to this, ‘What is there remarkable in the One not being 
in a place?” For there is nothing special about a characteristic which is 
shared even by individual souls. But what is being proved should be a 
special quality of the One and of the causal principle which is set above 
all beings. ‘ 

Other commentators,’ looking to the facts, have stated that he is de- 
nying here of the Onc every sense of being in something, and they are 
right; for in no sense is the Onc in something, as we have said earlier. 
But how are we to reconcile the text with the various senses of being in 
something, many as thcy are? For the point is said to be in the line, ob- 
viously as being in something else; for the point is one thing, and the 
line is another, and yet just because it is in something else it is not for 
this reason contained on all sides by the linc, nor does it touch the line 
at many of its parts. One may reply to this difficulty by saying that 
even if the line does not contain the point spatially, yet it contains it in 
some other way; for it contains its characteristics; for the point is 
merely a limit, whereas the line is both a limit and something else be- 
sides that, being a length without breadth. Again, thc point has no ex- 
tension, whereas the line is both without cxtension and in another di- 
rection is extended. And in general, since the point is not the same 
thing as the One, it is necessary that the point should be multiple, not 
as having spatially distinct parts, for in this respect it is partless, but as 
having a number of characteristics which go to make it up, and in this 
way having the equivalent of parts, and since the line comprehends 
these, it may be said to touch the point in many places. That the point 
and the One are not the samc is plain; for the latter is the first principle 
of all things, whercas the former is first principle only of magnitudes; 
but the point is not on the one hand prior to the One; for the monad is 
one, and so is also the partless unit of time. The remaining possibility, 
then, is that the point is subsequent to the One, and partakes of the 
One, so that it is also not Onc, but if this is the case, then there is noth- 
ing preventing it from having a number of incorporeal characteristics 
which are present in the linc, and for it to be contained by this. One 
can, then, answer the difficulty in this way, but that does not get us 
nearcr to a view of how Plato took the sense of being in something, and 
what class of beings he is looking to when he denies this characteristic 
of the One. 

Better then, following the Icad of my own father (sc. Syrianus), to 


7 Since these commentators come second in a series of three, culminating in Syrianus 
(1142.10ff. below), and since they mect with Proclus’ qualified approval for their atten- 
tion to 7& mpéypere, one is tempted to identify them with Iamblichus. We may note a 
similar concern with the various senses of é» in lamblichus” Commentary on the Categories 
(ap. Simpl. Im Cat. 46.14-21). 
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proceed along that most sensible and safest course, and say that he is 
denying of the One here just what is asserted of the One Being in the 
Second Hypothesis and he is denying it in the same way as it is asserted 
there, and indeed one should view the meaning of being “in another” 
as being the same as that which the philosopher clearly understands it 
to be in that place. Since it is clear, then, that there he is manifesting a 
certain class of gods, and says that this class is ‘‘in itself and in another,” 
in virtue of the fact that it is both turned towards itself intcllectually and 
remains cternally in monadic form in its causes; for that class is the 
monad of the intellectual gods, resting in virtue of its own superiority 
in the intelligible gods prior to it, but revealing also its intellectual char- 
acteristic by activating itself in itself and about itself—the sense of “‘in 
another,” then, is that of remaining at rest in its causc and being com- 
prehended by its own cause. This, therefore, is also the reasonable 
sense in which to take “‘in many ways,” and touching its own cause “‘at 
many points”; for because it is surroundcd by it, it is more particular 
than it; and everything that is more particular is more pluralised than 
its own cause which comprehends it, and being more pluralised it is 
joined to it by its own various powers and in different ways by differ- 
ent of them, and this is what is meant by “in many ways”; for in virtue 
of its various powers it is variously united to the intelligible which is 
prior to it. 

But this order of beings, to which “‘being in itself’ along with 
“being in another” properly applics, is also a multiplicity (for it par- 
takes of the intelligible multiplicity), and it has parts (for it partakes of 
the median classes among the causes prior to it), and it is in a way cir- 
cular (for it partakes of the ultimate class of the middle gods—I mean 
the shape that is proper to that order). Wherefore it is not one abso- 
lutely, but many, nor is it partless, but has parts, nor is it beyond all 
shape, but circular. And, as being many, it is able to touch what is prior 
to it at many points; inasmuch as it has parts, it is able to communicate 
with its priors in many different ways; and as endowed with shape, it 
is surrounded in a circle by them; for everything which is shaped is sur- 
rounded by that which gives it shape, whereas the one ncithcr has parts 
nor participates in circularity. So that it is not possible for there to be a 
cause prior to it which touches the One in many places and in a circle, 
but it is beyond all things, as having no causal principle superior to it- 
self; for it is impossible for there to be anything which touches it in a 
circle and in many places, since it is One and partless and not partaking 
in circularity; all these things he has added in order that there should 
appear the characteristics of multiplicity, having parts and partaking in 
circularity, all of which are proper to this class of beings, in which we 
also locate the characteristics of being in oneself and in another; for this 
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class is many in comparison with thc intelligible unity, and has parts 
and partakes in circularity, since all secondary things must partake in 
what is prior to them. Since cven when it is called a monad, it is a 
monad in a mode proper to the intellectual realm; otherwise, it is a 
multiplicity in comparison with the noctic monads; and when it is said 
to be a whole and partless, that is in relation to the intellectual realm, 
and this is said from our perspective; and even if it docs not have parts, 
yet it has parts in comparison with intelligible wholeness; and when we 
say it is without shape, once again this is in the intellectual realm, since 
in any casc it is necessary for it to partake in the shape that is prior to it. 

So then, one must remove also this class from the One, and one must 
say that the One is the cause of it also; all classes whatever owe their 
existence to the One, and that which is above all beings as their cause is 
the One, and of it there is no cause whatever. For ifthe One had a cause, 
this cause prior to it would necessarily have to be the cause of greater 
and nobler things to what follows it; for those which are higher among 
the causes are providers of morc lofty goods to those things secondary 
to them. What, then, that is more divine than the One and unity would 
things receive from that cause, which we sce fit to rank above and be- 
yond the One? If, on the one hand, it is going to give nothing to what 
follows upon it, it will be unproductive and have no basis of commu- 
nity with all things, and we will not even know that it exists, secing 
that we have no basis of community with it; for in fact all of us by na- 
ture seck aftcr the One and strain upwards towards it, but we would 
not have any element which would connect us with that other cause if 
we derive nothing from it. If on the other hand, it also is going to give 
something to beings, is it going to give something inferior to the One? 
But it is not right for something which is superior to be only the cause 
of inferior things. Well then, will it be the cause of superior effects? 
And what will be superior to the One it is not even possible to con- 
ceive; for everything elsc is called “bettcr and worse”’ in virtue of its 
greater and less participation in this cause; and indeed the very concept 
of being better is so through participation in the One. And in general 
this One would not be an object of striving at all for all things, if we 
had something superior to it; nor would we despise all other things as 
we do and pursue the One, both overlooking Justice and not attaching 
ourselves to Beauty because of our desire to preserve what seems to us 
to be One. If, then, we despise all other things in favour of the One, 
and never overlook the One for the sake of anything else, the One 
might reasonably be regarded as the most honourable of things; inas- 
much as it holds together and preserves everything in our conception 
of it. That, then, which provides unity to things would reasonably be 
the first of all things; this entity, then, is the first of all things; there is 
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not, therefore, any cause at all which is superior to the One; therefore 
the One is not in anything else. It is nothing trivial, then, that is being 
proved here, nor such as could at all apply to souls or to anything sec- 
ondary. 

What is made clear here, then, is that the Onc does not derive from 
any other cause. That it is also superior to self-constituted entities, he 
makes clear in the arguments that follow next. 


“On the other hand, if it were in itself, it would have to encompass it, 
none other than itself, since it would actually be within itself; and nothing 
can be within something without being encompassed by that thing.” “‘In- 
deed it cannot.” (138ab) 


The second part of the latter of the premises is examined in these 
words; for the proposition that everything which is in something is 
either in itself or in another being entirely true, he does not deem wor- 
thy of mention; for if something is in something, it is plain chat this 
something in which it is is either itself or not itself and identical with 
something else; so that either it is itself or something clsc that that 
which is in something is in. But, to the point where the Onc is neither 
in another nor in itsclf, he devotes some further comment and some 
special attention; he has already proved, before this, that the One is not 
in anything elsc, and now he is going to argue that it is not in itself, and 
he will be constructing his argument by taking the start of his proof 
from what is more honourable. For this sort of being in another is more 
honourable than being in oneself, since being in one’s cause is superior 
to being in oneself. 

And this is the nature of the organisation of the argument in general. 
That the One is not in itself, he demonstrates in this way: the One does 
not have one part of itself which encompasses and another which is en- 
compassed; but that which is in itself has one clement which encom- 
passes and another which is encompassed, for which reason itis in itself 
in a way that what is encompassed is in what encompasses it; so then 
the One is not in itself. This, then, is the argument; and of these two 
premises, we will examine the second at a later point, when Plato 
makes mention of it again. But as to how that which is in itself has one 
element of itself which encompasses and another which is encom- 
passed, this we must now discuss. 

We must consider, after all, what is meant in this context by thesc 
terms ‘encompass’ and ‘the encompassing’. For a start, everything is 
said to be in itself which is cause of itself and which is sclf-constituted; 
for we do not agree with those authorities who state that cverything 
which is produced is produced by a cause other than itself, but even as 
we are accustomed to rank the self-motive prior to the externally 
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moved, even so one must rank the self-constituted as prior to what is 
produced by another agent. For if there is something which brings it- 
sclf to completion, therc is also something which constitutes itself, and 
if there is such a thing as a self-constituted entity, it is plain that it 
would be of such a sort as to produce itself and to be produced by itself; 
for this is what it means to be self-constituting and self-generating. For 
I class as self-gencrative not that which nothing produces (in view of 
which some authorities have declared that the First Principle is self- 
gencrative as having no cause of itself; and then, as having no cause, 
they dare to say that it derives its subsistence from chance), but what 
produces itself.* Since, then, an encompassing power always causally 
encompasses that which is produced by it, it is necessary that that 
which produces itself should be both encompassing of itself in so far as 
it is a cause, and encompasscd by itself in so far as it is an effect, and 
because it is simultancously cause and effect, it is necessary for it to be 
encompassing and encompassed. If then, that which is ‘in another” is 
that which is produced by another, supcrior cause, that which is “in it- 
self” must be declared to be that which is self-begotten and produced 
by itself;? and even as the former was encompassed by its cause, so the 
latter will be encompassed by itself, and it will be encompassing and 
cohesive of itself, through the same thing being both agent and object 
of cohesion and encompassment; for in preserving itself it will cncom- 
pass itself. 

So much, then, for the subject matter of the present passage. As re- 
gards the text, we may note that the phrase “‘none other than itself, 
since it would actually be within itself’ could be given a clear sense if 
one were to transpose the conjunction kai, so as to make the whole 
phrasse mean “‘and none other than itself, since it would be within it- 
self”’; for if it is in itsclf, it itself is the container, and nothing else, for 
such is the nature of the self-substantiated. Some commentators have 
actually assumed that another speaker is saying this, i.e. that Aristotle 
is here assenting to Parmenides’ argument, and have based their exe- 
gesis on assigning what follows to Parmenides: “For nothing can be in 
something without being encompassed by that thing.” But even if this 


8 Fora useful discussion of this topic, see John Whittaker, “The Historical Background 
of Proclus’ Doctrine of the Ai8uréorara,” in De lamblique a Proclus, Entretiens Fondation 
Hardt XXI, pp. 193-237. The reasons against regarding the One as aijuméararop are 
well stated by Proclus at Zn Tim. 1, 232. 11£f. It is not clear who Proclus is criticising here. 
Plotinus speaks of the One as troorjcas éavzdv at Enn. VI, 8.13.57, but he denies in the 
same breath that it came into being from chance. 

° Cf. ET, prop. 41: “All that has its existence in another is produced entirely from an- 
other, but all that exists in itself is self-constituted.” It is noteworthy, however, that év 
&AAg in the ET always scems to mean “in something lower,” whereas here it means “in 
something higher.” Cf. 1136.29 above, where the two senses ofthe term are contrasted. 
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is so, as we have said above, that is of no significance for the subject 
matter in hand. So we may pass on to the next section of Plato’s text. 


“Thus the encompassing thing would be one thing, the encompassed an- 
other; for the same thing cannot as a whole both be acted upon and act in 
the way at the same time; and so, in that case, the One would no longer 
be one, but two.” “No indeed.” (138b) 


The whole syllogism, as has been said before, is pretty much as fol- 
lows: the One does not have one part of itself which contains, and an- 
other part which is contained, lest it become two instead of one; that 
which is in itself has one part of itself which contains itself, and another 
part which is contained; So then, the One is not in itself. Such being the 
nature of the syllogism, he had already taught us in what has gone be- 
fore about one of the premises; but in adding here both what would 
make this one clearer and would make the other one also, he produces 
the conclusion set forth in the text; for if that which contains is one 
thing, and that which is contained is another, the One could not be 
both containing and contained by itself; for it would surely then have 
to be two, and not one; and even ifit is “‘in itself,” it is the sort of thing 
of which there is one part that contains and another that is contained. 
So then, that which is in itself must at the very least be a duality; for the 
container is different from the contained; for it is impossible for any 
one and the same thing to be containing and contained in the same re- 
spect. 

The sequence of the arguments, then, is of this sort. We must now 
examine each part of the text in detail. First of all, then, let us consider 
how it is impossible for something to be simultaneously acting and 
acted upon as a whole; for this he has taken as something of common 
knowledge and agreed on all hands. Might this not climinate for us the 
self-moving element in the soul? For in what is self-moved it is not the 
case that what moves is different from what is moved, but the whole 
simultaneously is moving and moved, as we have demonstrated else- 
where at great length.'° We must, therefore, try to argue as convinc- 
ingly as possible how this fact and the former can both be true. 

Of the faculties of the soul some we declare to be generative, and 
others which cause the soul to revert back upon itself"! (even among the 
gods, after all, we have learned that there are similar differences of 
characteristics); and the generative faculties, beginning from the soul 


‘0 This is demonstrated at ET, prop. 17. If, as seems likely, this is a reference to that, 
itis an indication that the Jn Parm. is lacer than the ET. 

1 Ac In Tim. 1, 204.21ff., 4 propos the divisions of the soul in Tim. 35b we find the 
number Two associated with its yeovyniaai Suvdyecs, the number Three with its ém- 
OtpewnKad. 
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itself, producc its proper life, and following upon this, that life which 
proceeds into the body and has its being in the substratum; the rever- 
sionary facultics, on the other hand, concentrate the soul upon itself in 
virtue of a sort of vital cycle, and turn it towards the intellect which is 
established prior to the soul. For even as the gencrative faculties pro- 
duce a double life of the soul, one which remains within it, and another 
which proceeds in our direction from it, even so the reversionary fac- 
ulties producc a double reversion, both towards itself, and towards the 
intellect which is above it. 

These, then, are the faculties which in particular generate the whole 
of the life of the soul; and the whole soul partakes in them because the 
faculties extend through cach other and act in concert with cach other, 
for which reason it is said that the whole soul generates itsclf; for as a 
whole it participates with the whole of itself in its generative faculties, 
even as it reverts towards itsclf, and neither is the generative element 
devoid of reversion, nor is the reversionary element non-generative, 
by reason of their participation in each other, so that one might say that 
each of the statements is truc, both that which states that the soul gen- 
crates itself and, what is said here, that it is not possible for something 
to be simultaneously acting and acted upon as a whole; for the genera- 
tive power is one thing, (and the generated life is another),'"* and even 
if the producing and the produced elements are one, yet along with 
unity there is also difference, by virtue of which such an entity does not 
remain free of multiplicity; for it will be produced as a whole, but not 
in the same respect as it is the producer will it also be produced. For the 
productive clement in the primary sense will be the generative clement 
of the soul, since after all it is possible for onc part to generate and an- 
other to be generated, even as in the cosmos we say that the heavens 
generate and create, whereas the realm below the moon is generated; 
and again that no part, but rather the whole, is generated and gencrates 
at different times, and again that the whole acts and is acted upon in the 
same time, but one part acts, and another part and not the same part in 
turn is acted upon. And what if while heating it becomes cold and 
while becoming pale it becomes dark? For this reason, in order to dis- 
pose of all such objections, he, with attention to accuracy, added the 
words whole, simultaneously, and the same, in order that it should not act 
in one way and be acted upon in anothcr, nor at various different times, 
nor with various aspects of itself. 

So then, that he has shown that that which is self-moved and all that 
is in itself partake in duality, and that that which is in itself is not one, 
is plain from this; for there is no duality in the One, first of all because 


14 Accepting a supplement of Westerink. 
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all multiplicity has been eliminated from the One, and the dyad is the 
fount and cause of multiplicity and contains in a way within itself the 
whole of multiplicity; and secondly because it would have to have both 
a containing and a contained element in itself. It has been shown that 
there is no such thing in the Onc; for it is not possible for it to be a con- 
tainer as a whole is of parts nor in the way that a particular shape par- 
takes in shape, so that it will contain itself with one part and be con- 
tained with another. We have previously seen it denied, after all, that 
the One has parts; even if it had not already been proved separately that 
the One could not partake in duality, yet this also follows upon what 
has been said, which is the reason why Parmenides makes use of it here. 

Everything clse in the passage has, I think, been adequately proved 
by what has already been said; there is this point also here that, it is 
worth pointing out, Plato is demonstrating, which indecd some of his 
followers have sufficiently established, but others have not acceded to, 
although they wish to be initiates in Plato’s mysteries and desire to join 
in the dance around him. For some want to say that the first principle 
is self-constituted, arguing that even as the first principle of moving 
things is the self-moved, even so the first principle of all those things 
which have any sort of existence is sclf-constituted;'? for all things sub- 
sequent to the first principle also derive from the first principle. This 
first principle, then, is self-constituted in the proper sense, as deriving 
its substance from nothing clse, whereas as they say, everything must 
either be created by itsclf or, inevitably, by something else. Indeed, 
some other thinkers, developing a certain recklessness, > have before 
now even declared it to be self-moved, proceeding to this from the 
concept of self-constitution by reason of the kinship between the two 
concepts; although this self-moved entity would necessarily be in mo- 
tion and could not be properly one, but a multiplicity; and what is self- 
constituted must necessarily be divisible into a superior and an inferior 
element; for it is superior in so far as it creates, and it is inferior in so far 
as it is created; the One, on the other hand, is entirely indivisible and 
non-multiple; for it is neither a unified nor a distinct multiplicity; for if 
it were distinct, it would be in many places and not one, whereas if it 
were unified there would have to be something else prior to it which 
unified it; for what is unified is something which has unity as an attrib- 
ute, but is not itself unity, as the Eleatic Stranger says (Soph. 244e). If, 

Presumably Plotinus, on the basis of his doctrine in Enn. VI, 8; cf. n. 8 above. There, 
however, the authority concerned was accused of postulating the One’s existence (or su- 
Pra-cxistence) as a matter of chance, whereas Plotinus attributes it to will (SovAnats). 

8 It is hard to imagine what Neoplatonist thinkcr might be rash enough to aver this, 


A ‘ tags refer to the Stoics. whom Plotinus actually criticises for this at Enn. Il, 
2,17. 
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then, the self-constituted is in any way divisible, while the Onc is not 
divisible, the One would not be self-constituted, but rather the cause of 
all self-constituted entities, by virtue of the fact that all things are pre- 
served by the agency of the One, both such things as are generated by 
themselves and such things as are generated by others. 

Other authorities,'* following Plato, have uncompromisingly de- 
clared that the first principle is superior to this function also, and su- 
perior, again, to every paternal and generative cause, inasmuch as it is 
supcrior to all potency—this in spite of the fact that Plato is loud in as- 
serting that it is the causc all good things, '> though not cause in the way 
that it makes use of any potency by means of which it is productive of 
everything. For a power generates what it generates as inferior to its 
own powers; of those things following upon the One, those which are 
nearest the One shine forth from it ineffably and in a hidden level,'6 
possess paternal and gencrative rank in respect of all beings, and pro- 
duce other things by virtue of their own powers from themselves, and 
in this way are more multiple than the One by generating those beings 
which arc self-constituted, while those that are already distinct and 
multiplied take in to themselves the power of the sclf-constituted, re- 
ceiving their substance from the primal causes, but being produced also 
by themselves; and these arc dependent upon the paternal causes which 
generate the forms, while they in tum are dependent upon the One 
which is superior to all such causality, but makes shine forth from itself 
in a manner unknowable to all in all directions according to the first 
principles of beings. 

If this is the case, then, it is plain that everything which creates itself 
is also productive of other things; for the self-constituted entities are 
neither first nor last among beings; that which is productive of other 
things without being productive of itself is twofold, one sort being su- 
perior to the self-constituted, the other inferior. Productive things, 
then, arc of this sort; but of things produced from a productive cause 
the primary sort are the sclf-constituted, which are produced indeed, 
but generated self-productively from their own causes; the second or- 
der, dependent upon a substantiating cause other than itself, but not 
able to produce itself and to be produced by itself—this order of beings 
enjoys a procession from above as far as the ultimate orders. For if that 
which generated other things but does not generate itself is last on the 


™ Since this is a rather offhand way to refer to Syrianus, Iamblichus scems the most 
likely candidate. ; 

8 Ep. Ul, 3122-3; cf. PT Il, 9, p. 58.11-59.4 S-W. 

16 Kpuibwos, xpudiws, a Chaldaean term (fr. 198 DP); cf. 1026.5ff. above, The xpidvos 
Siéexooos is the model of the universe in the mind of the Derniurge (cf. In Tim. [, 430.6; 
IT, 70.7), It is equated with the apwroysvés pov of the Orphics. 
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scale, and if there is something which gencrates itself and generates 
other things, then there must exist also prior to those things which 
generate themsclves things that generate other things; for entities 
which are more comprehensive are more first principles, and if we 
were to seck wherc that which generates itself is situated finally, we 
would say that it is where actuality first comes into play; and actuality 
first occurs at the level of being, even as potentiality occurs in the henad 
prior to being and existence in the henad prior to this, so that the primal 
being is productive of itself, and this it does essentially, while the third 
from this does it intellectually, and that which is midway between the 
two does it vitally. 


“So then, the One is not anywhere, being neither in itself nor in an- 
other?” “No, it is not.”” (138b) 


Quite in accord with geometrical practice, he in each of the theorems 
first states the proposition, then the proof, then finally the conclu- 
sion—through the proposition, imitating the unified and stationary ac- 
tivity of the intellect; through the proof, the procession of thoughts 
into multiplicity as it unrolls itself; through the conclusion, the circular 
turning of the intellect back towards its first principle and the single 
perfection of the whole activity of intcllect. Although he has done this 
in all theorems before this he does it particularly clearly in this one; for 
itis proper to this order (of beings) to be both of itself and to remain in 
what is prior to it; therefore he represents by mcans of the course of the 
argument the concept of being in oneself, while by the conclusion and 
the turning back to the beginning he represents thc idea of being in an- 
other. 


“Consider then, whether, such being the case, it is possible for it to be at 
rest or in motion.” “Why not?” (138b) 


With this he turns to another question, demonstrating that the One is 
neither in motion nor stationary, the latter of which characteristics Par- 
menides asserted of it in-his poems, reasonably enough, inasmuch as 
there he is theorising about the One Being, even as Plato himself will 
assert these things in the Second Hypothesis. Parmenides, at any rate, 
says on one occasion: 


Whole-limbed and unmoved and ungeneratcd"? (fr. 8.4 D-K) 
and again 
But it is motionless in the toils of great bonds (fr. 8.26) 


moe éyéynrov for Simplicius’ avéserrov, probably borrowed from line 3 
above. 
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And it remains the same in the same, and stands on its own (ff. 
8.29) 


and again 

Thus there it stands fast (fr. 8.30) 
and on another occasion 

It is the same thcre to think and to be (fr. 3). 
and again 


For not without being, on which it is predicated, will you find 
thought....... (fr. 8.35-36) 

Behold how what is absent is nevertheless firmly present to the 
mind (fr. 4.1) 


Since in these passages he has situated intellection in Being, he ob- 
viously accepts that there is a certain type of motion therein, namely 
intcllectual motion, which Plato also recognises; for it is he who says it 
is not even possible to conccive of intellect without motion (Soph. 
249a1-2); so that if therc is intellection in the One Being according to 
Parmenides, then there is also motion, since inevitably there must be 
life along with intcllection; everything after all that lives moves by vir- 
tue of living. In the above verses, admittedly, hc says that the One 
Being is motionless, calling it ‘‘unshakeable” and “steadfast’’ and ex- 
plicitly ‘‘unmoving.” So also Plato declares that where there is intellect 
there is not only motion but also stability (Soph. 249bc). And in respect 
of One Being each of them postulates these characteristics, as will be- 
come plain in the course of the Second Hypothesis, and Parmenides 
could not be convicted of error by means of these negations, but would 
rather accept the addition of another level of philosophical theorising 
concerning itself with the truly Onc. 

This, however, has been gone into in my previous discussions; now, 
following my own system, it must be said that, the intellectual orders 
being also divided in three, Plato, by negating in what has gone before 
the “in itself’ and “in another,” has shown the One to be superior .to 
the summit of the intellectual realm; now, in here denying motion and 
rest of it, he has moved on to another order, from the intellectual 
monad to the life-giving one, and shows that the One transcends this 
too. We must, therefore, examining the characteristics of this order 
also, show that the One is superior to such characteristics. '* The proper 


® CL PTI, 12, p. 68.23ff. S-W. 
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characteristics, then, of this life-giving divinity? arc motion and rest, 
the one showing forth the founts of life, the other establishing it firmly 
as transcendent over its own streams. If, then, we demonstrate that the 
One is situated above all rest and all motion, we would then understand 
how it transcends this whole chain. 

But we may go into this on another occasion. Here we may note that 
he shows that onc must not only negate physical motions of the One, 
when he says, “The One is motionless in respect of every type of mo- 
tion” (139a). If according to him every actualisation is a motion, the 
One will also be prior to actualisation, so that it will also be prior to 
potentiality, lest ic should possess a potentiality which is incomplete 
and not actualised; these consequences follow necessarily. For every- 
thing that proceeds from the One must have what the Onc itself has, 
even as what proceeds from Bcing must have what Being has. But 
Matter is without activity; for that which acts acts either upon itself or 
upon something else; and Matter, inasmuch as it is onc, derives from 
the One; no activity therefore is to be postulated in the One, and so no 
potentiality, but just Oneness itself alone. 

As to why hc has dealt with Motion and Rest before Same and Other 
another reason will be given later, deriving from the logical sequence. 
But we may say here on the basis of the subject matter that Motion and 
Rest are seen in the substances of beings and in their activities (for 
procession is the motion of a substance, and rest is its establishment in 
its causcs; for every being proceeds forth while remaining in place) and, 
as substantial causes, arc prior to Sameness and Otherness; for beings 
are made Same and Other as they proceed from their causes along with 
temaining in them, being made Other by the whole process of pro- 
ceeding, but being made the Same by the process of turning back to- 
wards what has remained static, and for this reason Motion and Rest 
are placed before Sameness and Otherness, as arising at an earlier stage 
to them. For this reason also in the Sophist he places Motion and Rest 
directly after Being, and then Same and Other; for Being is unitary, not 
having an opposite; whereas Motion is dual, since all procession is 
from somewhere to somewhcre; and Rest is triadic, since it turns back 
and comes to rest after proceeding forth; and Samencess is tetradic, for 
the number four is the first of numbers which is of the same length and 
breadth; and Otherness is pentadic, for this number divides the even 
and the odd absolutely. This, then, may be derived from a considera- 
tion of the metaphysical realities; the necessary nature of the sequence 


'9 Theologically, this is denominated Rhea; cf. In Crat. 81.267. Pasquali, where a pas- 
sage from the-Chaldaean Oracles is quoted (fr. 56 DP). 
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of the propositions will become clear a little later in what we are about 
to expound. 


“Because if it were in motion, it would have to be either moving in place 
or undergoing alteration; for these are the only types of motion.” “Yes.” 
(138c) 


Since we are inquiring whether the Onc is in motion or not, for this 
is the first thing that we have to examine, Ict us make a comprehensive 
division of motions. We found such a division also in the Laws (X, 
893bff.), according to the perfect division of the decad, identifying 
eight passive motions, and one that was active indeed, but which re- 
quired the mover and the moved to be different, and constructed one 
motion out of both of them; and the final once which is active and also 
arising from itself and having a moved element and a moving element 
which are identical, which is what we term the self-moving motion. 
Here, however, it is suitable to make a different and more abbreviated 
kind of division, in order that we may not involve ourselves in using 
physical concepts when talking about the divine realm. How, then, are 
we to comprehend all these motions in summary form other than by 
dividing them all into two? 

For that the motions here mentioned are not to be considered only as 
material ones, but also as taking in all immaterial motions, he himself 
has made plain with the words, “For these are the only motions there 
are.” So then, whether we postulate motions of the soul or of the in- 
tellect we must understand how these are to be brought under these 
two headings, namely spatial motion and alteration. It is obvious, for 
one thing, that the wholc life-giving class of gods is the cause of all such 
motions, if indeed all life is motion, as Plato judges it to be (Laws X, 
895c), and every motion is brought under these motions, as the present 
argument asserts. 

Let us consider, therefore, the whole range of what moves. Let our 
discussion take its beginning from bodics, either those which move 
some part of themselves or which move something external. For those 
things that change one place for another experience change of some- 
thing external to themselves; whereas what comes to be or perishes or 
grows or lessens or is combined or distinguished, is said to come to be 
and perish and suffer all these other alterations through some change in 
itself. That which changes in its external relations is said to move spa- 
tially; for such motion traverses place, for place is external to bodies; all 
that which moves in relation to something interna] to it is said to suffer 
alteration, whcther it experiences generation or destruction or growth 
or lessening or combination or dissolution. Nothing suffers qualitative 
alteration simply by being moved in space; in particular such motion is 
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appropriate to the divine bodies, and thcy are essentially unalterable; 
for since they also had to be in motion because the state of being always 
the same in identical relation is proper only to the most divine of all 
things, and the nature of body is not of this order, as we have learned 
in the Statesman (259d), but being the first among al] visible things they 
possess a being which is cternal (for those things which are primary in 
each order have the shape of what is prior to them),”’ they are moved, 
but only according to the motion which preserved the essence of the 
things moved unaltered. 

What is moved spatially is of this nature, but that which is changed 
in respect of one of its intcrnal parts becomes “‘altered.”’ Such a state is 
most proper to forms-in-matter, as Timaeus has taught us (Tim. 50c), 
so that ‘‘alteration” is proper to the changes which these undergo, as 
the forms “enter and exit.” 

So much, then, for bodily motions. All such motions are compre- 
hended in the notion of locomotion (phora) and alteration (alloidsis) 
which Socrates in the Theaetetus (181d) is looking to as the sole type, 
inasmuch as he is contending against Heraclitus when he there makes 
this division of motions. But if we ascend to the level of souls, we see 
that in these also one can distinguish between locomotive and alterative 
change. In so far as they at different times confront different Forms— 
through their contact with various Forms assimilating themselves to 
their own intelligibles—they themselves also in a way appear multi- 
form, inasmuch as they partake in the activities of the objects of their 
intellection, constantly differing as they do, and alter their state in ac- 
cordance with them, to this extent, in my view, there is alteration in 
these also. 

On the other hand, in so far as they are active around “‘thc intelligible 
place,” and traverse the whole range of the Forms, which is both ex- 
ternal to them and encompasses them on all sides, to this extent in turn 
they perform locomotion, as witness Plato, who shows knowledge in 
the Phaedrus of the “intelligible place” (247c)' and terms the activity of 
the souls and their going about it a ‘‘circuit” (247d), so that they expe- 
rience both altcration and locomotion, expcriencing alteration in re- 
spect of their living aspect (for it is this that is affected by its objects of 
vision and is assimilated to them), while undergoing locomotion in 
changing from one object of intellection to anothcr and going about in 
its intellections and turning back to the same ones again; or rather they 
contain within themselves the causal principles of alteration and loco- 
motion. 


2 Cf. ET, prop. 112: “The first members of each order have the form of their priors.” 


2! Plato in fact terms it, of course, dmepovpa&veos Toms, NOt ventas réros, but he uses 
the latter term at Rep. V1, 508c, 509d, and VII, 517b. 
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And if you turn to consider the much-hymned Intellect,” you will 
find in this also the models on an intcllectual level of both alteration and 
locomotion; for by participating in the nature of the intelligised, in the 
process of intelligising and becoming an object of intellection itself by 
intelligising, it becomes altered in respect of its character as intellect; 
for participations are said generally to bestow something on the partic- 
ipator rather different from its nature, and Intellect participates in the 
intelligible, but not vice versa. 

Then by intelligising in relation to the same thing on the same terms 
and in the same way, and activating itself about the intclligible object 
as about its own centre, it has assumed antecedently the model of lo- 
comotion in this realm. Thus in the Laws (898a) Plato likens the motion 
of Intellect to the motion of a “well-turned globe,’’ by reason of the fact 
that Intellect moves ‘“‘on the same terms and in the same way and 
around the same things,” even as docs the globe. For there is in Intellect 
also, as they say,” a “dancing” and a “‘proccssion,” not, however, as 
there is in souls, but rather a dance and procession which consists of 
their having danced and having procecded according to the simple and 
concentrated activity of Intellect. 

At all levels, then, we find motions to be alterations and locomo- 
tions, intellectual at the level of Intellect, psychic at the level of Soul, 
and bodily and disparted at the levcl of sense-objects, so that one 
should not be surprised that these are the only motions; for they are all 
comprehended in these two types. Nor should one claim that he has left 
out sclf-motion, on the grounds that the One is self-moved; for he 
himself clearly in what follows (139a), will say that the One “‘is un- 
moving in respect of evcry kind of motion.” Indeed it would be ridic- 
ulous to declare the Onc to be self-moved, if in fact it is impossible for 
the One to be many and to have parts and to be in itself, while the self- 
moved is both mover and moved, and in all cases moving is a separate 
thing from being moved; for which reason such an entity cannot be ab- 
solutely one, but it too will experience oneness as an attribute, multi- 
plied along with its unity. But in fact both Socrates, when he thus di- 
vides motions in the Theaetetus, and Parmenides, in the present 


2 This is a slightly curious phrase, 6 zodvigrq7os vas. CE. above, 1080.13, and In 
Tim. 1, 191.17. Ie is a variant of zodvréuqros vois, an expression of Syrianus, In Met. 
25.4, 90.32, which Proclus also uses, e.g. Jt Alc. 247.7, and 1053.14 above. Its precise 
significance is not clear to me, but it should refer to its celebration in poems, Orphicor 
Chaldaean. 

23 Who speaks of a xopeie;, of Intellect I do not know (not Plato, certainly), but Plo- 
tinus, at least, speaks of a icé€odoe of Intellect at Ena. Ul, 8.9.33. Porphyry, at Sent. 44, 
p. 58.4ff. Lamberz, explicitly denies 5éga80s of Intellect. Normally, xépos vod is an “‘et- 
ymology” of xpovos. 

* Reading ddA" % (sc. xopsi / 860805) for the meaningless &AAy of the MSS. With 
the use of the perfect tenses here, cf. Damascius” use of éfevxévor at Ln Phil. 136.9. 
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instance, do not omit any other type of motion, when dealing in the 
former casc with bodily ones, and in the latter with all, but with this 
pair he here takes in the set of ten motions listed in the Laws (X, 
894aff.). 


“Now if the One alters from itself, it is presumably impossible for it still 
to be one?” “Impossible.” “Therefore it does not move in the sense of al- 
teration.’’ “It seems not.” (138c) 


He began by enquiring if thc One moved. In making this enquiry he 
divides motions into alteration and locomotion, and having shown that 
the One neither altcrs itsclf nor moves spatially, he draws the conclu- 
sion that the One docs not move as follows: “The Onc is neither altered 
nor moves spatially; but cverything that moves is either altered or 
moves spatially; therefore, the One does not move.” How then, first, 
are we to demonstrate that the One does not undergo alteration? If it is 
altered, it would possess multiplicity; for if it changes from itself, it will 
inevitably change into multiplicity, even as Being changes into Not- 
Being; whercas if it itself remains fixed, and some element of it 
changes, then inevitably again it will not be one, but a multiplicity; for 
the One itself will have to be both a substratum and an element that 
changes. But it has been shown that the One in no way partakes of 
multiplicity. 

The Soul, then, as it alters through its motions about rcal being, has 
been shown necessarily to be a multiplicity, likening itself at different 
times to different aspects of reality, and receives an impression of the 
vital characteristic relating it to cach; and Intellect likewise, in striving 
towards the intelligible and partaking of it, is multiplied along with re- 
maining Intellect, becoming and being as many things as is the intelli- 
gible multiplicity. So the One, if it were to alter itself while remaining 
One, as, of the others, the one remains Soul and the other Intellect, in 
participating in something diffcrent from One would no longer be One 
only; but as the one (Soul) becomes intellectual through partaking in 
the nature of the Intellect, and the other (Intellect) intelligible through 
being no longer simply Intellect intelligising itsclf, but also intelligible 
as intelligised by itself; so then, if the One also suffered alteration, it 
would no longer be simply one; for what it took on, sincc it would be 
something else other than One, would no longer permit the oneness of 
the One to remain. Far more so, then, if the One itself had changed 
from itself, would it have become not One; for everything that is al- 
tered must change into what it is not. 

The One, therefore, does not alter; for either the One itself will 
change, or even if it stays fixed (as a whole) it will not be onc but many, 
since one part of it will change, and another stay fixed. But all this Plato 
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does not even bother to go into, since it had already been dealt with by 
the argument that the One has neither parts nor multiplicity; he con~ 
tents himself with mentioning that the One cannot even be altered, lest 
it lose its quality of being One. 


“Does it, then, move in place?”’ “Perhaps.”’ “And yet if it does, it must 
either be carried round in a circle in the same place or shift from one place 
to another.” “Necessarily.” (138c) 


Hc has turncd to the other type of motion, that of locomotion, and 
demonstrates that the One does not move according to this mode 
cither, first of all dividing locomotion into motion around the same 
place and transference from one place to another; for everything that 
moves in place cither keeps to the same place, remaining unchanged as 
a whole and moving only as regards its parts, or moves both as a whole 
and in its parts, coming to be in one place after another. There are four 
possibilities here: 


1. moving as a whole and in one’s parts from one place to anothcr; 
2. moving neither as a whole nor in one’s parts; 

3. moving as a whole, but not in one’s parts; 

4. moving in onc’s parts, but not as a whole. 


Of these four, the third, moving as a whole while one’s parts remain 
stationary, is impossible, for if the whole moves the parts of which the 
whole is formed must also move; while (2) moving ncither as a whole 
nor in one’s parts is the property of things which are static. The re- 
maining possibilities, then, are (4) not moving as a whole, while mov- 
ing in one’s parts, and (1) moving both as a whole and in one’s parts. 
But the former of these produces the motion of a sphere or a cylinder, 
when these things move about their own axes; while the latter pro- 
duces transferral from one place to another when some whole object 
alters its situation and occupies one placc after another. 

That the division of types of motion follows these lincs should be 
clear from this discussion. And we see these two motions not only at 
the level of sense-objects, the circular in the case of the heavens, change 
of place as a whole in the case of things beneath the moon, but also in 
the realms superior to these, since the individual soul, by reason of its 
movement upwards and downwards and its changing activity on the 
same level, provides a model for motions of whole bodies, while the 
Intellect, through its unchanging reversion towards the intelligible, an- 
ticipates causally circular motion; and not only the Intellect, but every 
divine soul, by reason of its “dance’’ round Intellect, takes on incor- 
poreal circular motion. For which reason we have already said that the 
Athenian Stranger in the Laws (898b) likened the activity of the Intel- 
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lect to the imitation of a “well-turned globe.” And indeed Parmenides 
himself, in calling Being a “sphere,” and saying that it “thinks,” will 
plainly be prepared to characterise its thoughts as circular motion. Ti- 
maeus, as well (Tim. 36c), having bent into a circle the lincar progress 
of the soul, and making one of the circuits inner and the other outer, in 
both cases according to the demiurgic causal principle, granted to them 
an eternal and intellectual procession prior to bodies. The theologians 
also know of incorporeal circular motion, seeing that the theologian of 
the Greeks (sc. Orpheus) declares about the primary and hidden god, 
who is prior to Phanes, “And he was borne unceasingly about / In an 
endless circle” (fr. 71 Kern). And the Oracles lay down that “‘all the 
founts and the beginnings whirl, and yet always remain fixed in an un- 
wearying eddy” (fr. 49.3-4 DP). For since everything that turns in a 
circle has rest mixed in with its motion, it is reasonable to say that it 
also remains cver fixed in the process of turning about, the term “‘un- 
wearying” signifying its immaterial nature. So then, we have the mo- 
tions of incorporeal entitics also comprised in this division, and so the 
One is shown to be motionlcss as being situated superior to all motion, 
and not as in one way motionless, while being in another way moved. 


“fit turns round in a circle, it must rest on a centre, and have those parts 
which revolve around the centre as different parts of itself. But in the case 
ofathing which cannot have a centre or parts, in what way could this ever 
be carried round on its centre?” “In no way.” (138c) 


After the division of spatial motion, he shows that the One does not 
move according to cither of these motions, neither according to the cir- 
culation of its parts, nor according to the transferral of the whole. And 
he first shows that the One does not move according to the circulation 
of its parts; for one characteristic of this is to have some central point, 
while the extremes move around the cenere, and another is to remain 
static as a whole, while moving by reason of the reciprocal replacement 
of one’s parts; but the Onc is neither a whole having parts, nor can 
there be in it any central or extreme point. How, then, could it undergo 
circular motion, since it is not in receipt of either of the characteristics 
of circular motion? 

These conclusions, therefore, have been drawn in what has pre- 
ceded, according, as they say, to geomctrical necessity. As regards the 
details of the text, we may go on to note that the phrase “‘to rest upon 
a centre’’ is reasonably applied to the sphere because its centre is what 
provides a fixed point for its whole circuit, and because when this is 
moved the whole moves, and the whole is founded upon this, as upon 
a hearth and cohesive principle, even as in the Statesman.(270a) the Sage 
there states that the universe is founded upon a very small footing—‘‘a 
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very small footing” meaning its centre. In the phrase “having those 
parts which revolve round the centre as different parts of itself,” we 
must alter the word-order slightly for the sake of clarity, in order that 
the whole may read, “And everything which is carried round in a circle 
must have different parts of itself,” such as are these parts which are 
carried around about the centre; for only the parts of it are moved, 
while the whole remains static. The phrase “‘that which has neither a 
centre nor parts” clearly makes a distinction between the centre and the 
parts, the centre not being a part; for the centre is something different 
from all the parts of a mobile object, since it remains static while all of 
them move. The phrase “carried round upon its centre” must be said 
to mean something such as the following: “being external to the centre 
and being borne round upon it, but not towards it (for this is a charac- 
teristic of things that move in a straight line), but embracing the centre 
by circling it from all sides.” For things that move in a straight line. 
move either towards the centre or away from the centre. That which 
moves in a circle might be said also to move around the ccntre‘even, as 
he said before, “having its parts moving around the centre,” and again 
in another way, “upon the centre,” as floating upon it and spread out 
upon it by reason of its striving for a place at the centre. Unless, indeed, 
one might say in another sense that it moves in a circle upon the centre 
as being positioned upon it, and moving in a circle, just like the phrase 
in the Statesman about being based on a very small footing, such that 
one part remains static and the other is borne about the middle, even 
as it was said above that the thing which moves in a circle rests on a 
centre. So much, then, for the text. We may now pass to the next pas- 
sage of Plato. 


“It must move, then, by changing its place, and coming to be in different 
places at different times.” “Yes, if it moves at all.” “But we say that it 
could not be anywhere in anything.” Yes.” “Is it not then even more 
impossible for it to come to be there?” “I don’t quite understand how you 
mean.” “Ifa thing is coming to be in something, is it not necessary that it 
cannot be in that thing so long as it is still coming to be in it, nor yet can it 
be altogether outside it, since it is already coming to be in it.” “It is nec- 
essary.” ‘If, then, something else should experience this, only that thing 
would experience it of which there would be parts; for part of it will be 
already in the other thing and part of it outside it at the same time, anda 
thing which has no parts surely cannot possibly be at the same time neither 
wholly inside nor wholly outside something.” “True.” “Is it not still 
more impossible that a thing which has no parts and is not a whole should 
come to be in anything, since tt cannot do so either part by part nor asa 
whole?” “It would appear so.” (138de) 
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This is the remaining type of motion, when the thing moved as a 
whole changes from one place to another. And it is this that we are con- 
cerned now to demonstrate as in no way applying to the One, and once 
again this has been proved by means of what has been proved previ- 
ously; for we have denied to the One the attribute of being in anything, 
and it has been shown that the One is in nothing. But everything which 
moves as a whole from place to place comes to be in something; so the 
One does not move as a whole from place to place. That it is impossible 
for the One to come to be in one place through changing from another 
is also clear. For cither it must be as a whole inside cach place, or as a 
whole outside each, or one part of it must be in onc place and the other 
in another. But if as a whole it is outside each, being in neither it would 
not be conveyed from one to the other; on the other hand if as a whole 
it is inside each, it would not once again be moved from the former 
place to the subsequent place. And if one part of it is in one situation, 
and the other in the other, it will be divisible; but the One is in no way 
divisible; for if it is going to be divisible (it will not be One; since, how- 
ever, it is indivisible), it is necessary that the One should come to be 
either outside both places as a whole or inside both; but these alterna- 
tives are impossible. The One does not therefore come to be in any- 
thing. 

That this is even more impossible than being in something is quite 
plain. For you might imagine some kind of being which is a whole and 
is neither external to nor internal to anything, but both external and in- 
ternal; for it is in this way that the Soul and Intellect are said to be both 
in the cosmos and outside the cosmos; but for some whole to come to 
be in something, while being neither outside it nor inside it, is impos- 
sible. Itis even more impossible, then, for the Onc, both as a whole and 
as having parts, to come to be in somcthing than to be in something. If 
by soul we are to understand not just our soul, but also the divine Soul, 
and say that it contains the cause of such motion by reason of its tran- 
sitive activity, we are looking here to its divisible aspects, and in virtue 
of the fact that it contains different reason-principles we will say that it 
takes up its stand at different times according to different ones, neither 
being as a whole at any one focus of activity nor being entirely external 
to it; for it does not present itself as a whole to the thought processes of 
Intellect all at once (for it is not its nature to behold them in one com- 
prehensive act), nor is it wholly separated from Intellect, but it comes 
to be in some way in virtue of its different intellections in the different 
forms of the Intellect, and as it were establishes its own intellection in 
the Intellect as in its proper place. 


3 Westerink's suggested supplement, since text as it stands makcs no sense. 
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For this reason Timaeus (Tim. 35a) did not shrink from describing 
the soul even as generated, when he termed it divisible; for it does not 
possess simultancity in its thought, but all its activity is in a state of 
coming to be, and its thoughts are given substance in the process of 
transition; for which reason also Time takes its origin from it, and 
serves as the measure of its primary activities. The Intellect, then, 
seems in the purest sense to contain the model of circular motion, hav- 
ing as a centre the static part of itself, whereas the many processions of 
the Forms from this Being and, as it were, Hearth of itself may be lik- 
ened to the straight lines leading out from the centre, and all its intel- 
lectual activities, the intcllections of (true beings)” and of Being itsclf, 
may be secn as the single surface which runs round the radii from the 
centre and the centre itself. The divine Soul also has been allotted the 
paradigm of both motion in a straight linc and circular motion in its 
progress through the intelligible realm, the lattcr remaining static as a 
whole, but unravelling the intelligible realm by its transitions, while to 
the extent that it is always striving as a whole towards the object of its 
intellection it is paradigmatic of the former; for in this aspect it both 
remains static and moves as a whole. Finally the individual soul clearly 
by its lateral motions expresses the incorporeal cause of motion in a 
straight line, and by its reversionary motions expresses that of circular 
motion. 


“Hence it does not change its place either by travelling anywhere and com- 
ing to be in something, or by revolving in the same place, or by changing.” 
“It seems not.” “Therefore the One is unmoving in respect of every kind 
of motion.” “It is unmoving.” (139a). 


In the present passage he brings together all the previously stated 
conclusions about motion, and, having formerly enumerated them 
separately, hc now makes one conclusion of all of them in general, in- 
structing us also by means of this ascent how one should concentrate 
one’s view of the Onc by always gathering together multiplicity into 
what is common to it, and taking the parts together in wholes. For 
what he previously divided into fragments, distinguishing motion into 
three motions—alteration, circular motion, and straight motion—and 
concluding in the case of each that the One does not move in respect of 
it, now having enumerated cach of these separately by saying, “neither 
by travelling anywhere nor by revolving nor changing,” and having 
made the enumcration orderly, by zeturning from what has just been 


% Cf. Produs’ discussion of Tim, 35a at In Tim. 1, 147.23-154.26 Diehl. He takes 3 ad 
nepi Ta copora yeyvopévn peptory (oicia) to refer, not to the material world, but to one 
aspect, and component, of the Soul. 

7 Accepting Westerink’s supplement (6v7wv), superior to Cousin’s (sidav). 
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demonstrated to what comes before that, in order that he may join the 
end to the beginning and imitate the circular nature of Intellect, he has 
produced a common conclusion which embraces all of them, that “the 
One is unmoved in respect of every kind of motion.” You see once 
again how the premise and the conclusion arc general, and the proofs 
proceed by means of divisions; for the static intellections and rever- 
sions bring togethcr the multiplicity, while those that are involved 
with procession divide the whole into its parts and the One into the 
number proper to it. 

But enough has been said now about his general procedure. Since, 
however, some authorities are accustomed to raise difficulties about 
the arguments which deny motion to the Onc, let us make some brief 
reply to these. They say that it is absolutely necessary for the First to 
act upon the things that are secondary to it, for it gives to all of them 
unity, and it is the cause among beings of all the unitary forms which 
are participated in by them. Why, then, should one not describe this 
activity of the Onc as motion? Because, I would say, onc should not 
rank activity as prior to cssence, nor in general grant activity to the first 
principle; for everything which acts has the potentiality corresponding 
to'its act. It will therefore be necessary for those who allow activity to 
the first principle to grant it potentiality as well. But if potentiality and 
activity are situated there, we will once again have multiplicity appear- 
ing in the One, and the Onc will no longer be one. But we (for let us 
state our own opinion here) would see even subsequent to the Onc 
something which is superior to potentiality and productive of the sub- 
stance of potentiality and even more so of activity; for the subsistence 
(hyparxis) of the primary triad of the intelligibles is beyond all poten- 
tiality and actuality. How much more so, then, is the Onc, which, as 
rising above all subsistence, we postulate as being superior to actuali- 
sation. 

And we shall not wonder how all things arise from the One without 
its acting. For it is possible to argue that that which produces some- 
thing by acting experiences this through deficiency of power; of a su- 
perior nature is that which produces in virtue of its existence alone; this 
thing, then, will be free of the burdens of creation. Even so, the Soul 
also vivifies everything to which it is present by being life only and not 
having any other activity besides living, but in the process of living 
only communicating life to everything that is capable of living. And 
Intellect produces what is subsequent to it by being what it is, not hav- 
ing any other activity besides existence which gives existence to those 
things to which it gives it. But since being Intellect it does not act only 


% Cf. 1151. 39ff. above. 
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by existing, but also intelligises what it creates, and Soul also knows 
that what it creates lives and knows it by living, it seems that both In- 
tellect and Soul create by means of cognitive activity; but they create in 
reality with the accompaniment of cognitive activity; and if you re- 
move this, while leaving to the one the fact that it is life, and to the 
other its existence, both Soul and Intellect will still produce what they 
produced to the accompaniment of cognitive activity. 

If, then, these entities produce by their existence alone, far more so 
does that One which is above them produce all things by the very fact 
of being one, not requiring any other activity to accompany its being 
one. For if it created through activity, it would be necessary to enquire, 
since it acts, whether it creatcs its own activity or does not create it; for 
if it does not create it, the first principles will be two, thc One and the 
activity of the One, differing from cach other; but if it creates it, it is 
necessary that the One should create this prior to activity, or else we 
ascend to-infinity, postulating an activity before activity, so that it is 
necessary that the One produces activity itself prior to activity. And if 
this is the case, there is no cause for wonder that that which is the cause 
of all things should thus be prior to all activity, unless perhaps one 
wants to call that primal production from itself prior to all activity an 
activity of some sort, since in many cases in the affairs of this realm we 
call the finished products activities of those who have brought them to 
completion. Even if someone were to say this, it is obvious that the ac- 
tivity is not in the One, but after it, so that the Onc created what it first 
created having no nced of activity; and even as it created what it created 
first, even so did it create everything; so then it created all things with- 
out employing activity. But ifin using these very words created and pro- 
duced, we use terms proper to activity, even this should be no cause for 
surprise; for we apply these terms to the One from the realm of beings, 
signifying through terms denoting activity the activity-less manifesta~ 
tion of all things from it. And indeed the inspired Aristotle seems to me 
for this reason, in preserving his first principle free of multiplicity, to 
make it only the final cause of all] things, lest in granting it to create all 
things, he should be forced to grant it activity towards what follows 
upon it; for if it is only the final cause, then everything exercises activ- 
ity towards it, but it towards nothing. 


, 


“On the other hand, we also assert that it cannot actually be in anything.’ 
“We do.’' “Consequently, it is not ever in the same (condition). 
“How so?”’ “Because then it would be in that very (condition), in the 
process of being in the same (condition).”’ “Certainly.” “But we saw that 


® Tt is necessary in English to add some such filler. but the force of the argument in the 
Greek is strengthened by the circumstance that no such noun is necessary. 
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it could not be either in itself or in anything else.” “No, indeed.” “The 
One, then, is never in the same.” “It would seem not.” “But what is 
never in the same is not at rest or stationary.” ‘‘No, it could not be.” “The 
One, then, as it would seem, is neither at rest nor in motion.” “No, it 
would seem not.”’ (139ab) 


What was requiring to be demonstrated at the beginning of this was 
that the One has no need of rest or motion, and is superior to both and 
the cause of them. For the charactcristic of being neither at rest nor in 
motion is not true of it in the sense that it is true of Matter, for Matter 
participates in them all only to the point of mere seeming, but the One 
is deprived of them as being superior to both, and in virtuc of the fact 
that it is through it that these genera make their appearance among 
beings. For, as onc of our predecessors has remarked,» it is because the 
One is not at rest that Being is in motion, and because the One is not in 
motion, that Being is at rest; for by its static aspect it imitates the mo- 
tionlessness of thc One, and through its active aspect it imitates the fact 
that the Once is superior to any resting and situation in itself, and 
through both aspects it imitates the One, which is neither of these. 

The subject before us, then, is as I have stated; but the argument, in 

1170 dividing up the propositions, demonstrates, first, “that the One is not 
in motion” by means of the syllogisms set out previously; then in tum 
it demonstrates “that it is not at rest” by means of the syllogisms set 
out now in the following manner: “Everything that it at rest wishes to 
be in the same place, cven as that which is in motion is in different 
forms or places. But everything that is in ‘the same’ is in something— 
that, obviously, by being in which it is in the same. So then, everything 
that is at rest is at rest in something; for that which is at rest in the mode 
of life is in itself, whereas that which is at rest corporeally is in some- 
thing clse. And being in oneself and being in another in each case do not 
escape being in something. But if cverything that is at rest is in some- 
thing, that which is not in something is not at rest, by virtuc of the an- 
tithetical contradiction of the premise. If, then, the Onc is not in some- 
thing, as has been shown previously, and that which is not in 
something is not at rest, it is surcly plain that the One is not at rest.” 
This, then, is the final conclusion that he draws; with the statement, 
“And we also assert that it cannot actually be in anything,” he takes up 
the minor premisc, that the Onc is not in something, whereas with the 
statement, “Then it is never in the same (condition),”’ he takes up the 
major premise. Or rather, the conclusion is the combination of the 
two; for the major premise was that that which is not in something is 
notin the same thing either, which he proved next after the interlocu- 


* 1am unable to identify this predecessor, but he is presumably a Neoplatonise. 
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tor had said, ‘How so?” and asked him to demonstrate also the major 
premise; which Parmenides having done, he then goes on to conclude, 
“The One is, then, never in the same (condition),” which is no differ- 
ent from saying, “The One, then, is not ever in the same (condition),” 
becausc in both cases it is expressed after a reminder of what the prem- 
iscs werc, in order that the argument may be of this sort: “The One is 
not in anything; that which is not in anything is never in the same 
place.”” Then the second argument is of this sort: ‘“’The Onc is never in 
the same (condition); that which is never in the same (condition) is not 
stationary; so then the One is not stationary.” 

He adds in, “nor is it at rest’’; for that which is established in another 
seems also to be stationary; and that which can remain in itself seems 
to be at rest. But he has denied both of the Onc, inasmuch as it is nei- 
ther in anything else, as has been shown previously, nor in itself. So 
whether we hear of some “intellectual calm” being celebrated by the 
wise,*! or a ‘‘mystical haven,” or “paternal silence,” it is plain that the 
One transcends all these states, being beyond both activity and silence 
and rest, and all those symbols of stability which are celebrated in the 
realm of beings. Through this, then, he demonstrated that the One is 
not stationary; and he added the conclusion which is common to all 
these and to what has gone before, that the Onc is neither stationary 
nor in motion, producing a conclusion for the whole argument that 
corresponds to the original proposition.*? 

Somcone might perhaps raise the difficulty against us, that the fact 
that the One is neither in motion nor stationary has been sufficiently 
stated already; for who could raise any objection to the preceding ar- 
guments? But there is no objection to calling it “Rest’’ or “Motion.” In 
reply to this problem, we must state the gencral rule on these matters 
which has often been stated before, and which is as follows, that if there 
are two opposcd principles of any sort, then the One is ncither both of 
therm together, lest it become non-one and there would be something 
prior to it, causing the mixture of these opposites; nor is it simply the 
superior of these two opposites, lest it have something in conflict with 
it, and that should not be one, and not being one, should be composed 
of infinite parts infinitely multiplied, through its privation of oneness; 
nor can it be the inferior of the two, lest it should have something su- 
perior to it, and that this superior thing in itself should once again be 
composed of infinite parts infinitely multiplicd. We must state, then, 


31 Proclus considers all these terms as relating to entities below the One. All the expres- 
sions—vospé& yadhrn, Tarpucds Spuos. and warpexy avy%y—have a Chaldaean ring to them 
and recur frequently in Proclus. Cf. Saffrey and Westerink’s notes at PT TV, 9, p. 30, n. 
1, and ibid. 13, p. 43, n- 3. 

32 139b2-3 corresponding to 138b6-7; cf. 1151.39ff above. 
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that primary Rest and primary Motion take their start from them- 
selves, and the one is stationary, and the other is in motion, as is the 
case with each of the Real Beings. So then, one and the same argument 
proves both that the One is not stationary and that it is not Rest Itself, 
for Rest is stationary, not as participating in some other rest, but as 
being of itself and taking its static power from itself. For rest in another 
is itself not at rest, even as motion in another is not in motion, but that 
which is so in itself is at rest, even as the corresponding motion is in 
motion; for after all, how would each of these, being superior to that 
which is in others, not be of itself and act towards itself? 

And so the One is prior to motion and before everything moved, and 
prior to rest and before everything stationary, so that not even if one 
were to talk of it as the most static of stationary things or the most ac- 
tive of things in motion, will we accept such terminology; for extreme 
cases of participations do not destroy the participation, but rather 
strengthen it. If, then, it does not remain stationary at all, it is not the 
most static of things; or else the phrase “‘the most static” is only empty 
words, and does not say anything about the One, or if it denotes the 
most stationary thing, it grants a higher degree of stationariness to 
something which is not in fact stationary at all. And again, if it is not in 
any way in motion, it is not the most active of all things; for if the 
phrase “‘most active” signifies nothing, it says nothing about the Onc; 
if on the other hand, it significs that which participates most of all in 
motion, then it would not be the most active; for activity is a type of 
motion according to Plato, even if according to other authorities activ- 
ity differs from motion. But it has been shown by us previously that 
the One is prior to all activity, since neither becausc of itself nor be- 
cause of what it produccs docs it require activity. 


“Further, the One cannot be either the same as another or the same as it- 
self, nor yet other than itself or other than another.” ‘Why is that?” 
(139b) 


He is going through all of what are called the “‘genera of being” in 
the Sophist (256aff.) but figure here as symbols of divine and intellectual 
orders, and he shows how the One, while itsclf the cause of so-called 
transcendent negations,** yet does not participate in any of them, nor 
is any of them, in order that by means of this removal of all of these 


8 Yarepandépaors, a technical term of Stoic logic (Diog. Laert. VII, 69 = SVF Il, 204), 
properly used of such a double negative as “It is not the case that it is not day,” or ~~P. 
Presumably, in the case of the One, such a “hyper-negation” would bee.g. “It is notnot 
at rest’ .or “not not the same.” For the Stoics, the double negative simply equalled an 
affirmative, while in this case it signifies the Onc's transcendence of both sides of the op- 
position. 
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attributes he may show the One to be fixed above all the intellectual 
realms. For this attribute of “being same and other than itself and 
others” will appear clearly to characterise the whole demiurgic order,™ 
even as what went before it characterised the life-producing and what 
went before that the highest level in the intellectual world; and these 
characteristics appear to be most fitting for the level of demiurgy ac- 
cording both to the teachings of Plato about it and also to those of the 
other theologians. 

And yct some commentators* raise a difficulty here, taking these 
terms in an exclusively philosophical sensc—Motion, Rest, Sameness, 
and Otherness—and not seeing that these things are to be seen in the 
context of the One, first of all, and not of Being, and that even as two 
kinds of number exist simultaneously, both the supra-cssential and the 
essential, even so cach of these pertains in a primary way to the henads, 
and only then to the rcalm of beings, and that these are symbols of ac- 
tual divine orders and complete realms, and not just genera of being or 
Forms. 

For how would it be possible, sceing that the Forms are of compre- 
hensible extent, that these alone should be denied of the One, and not 
all Forms? Why, then, did he not go through all the Forms? But, as I 
said, some people, in calling these ‘‘genera of being,” (have declared) 
that the genera of being are (at every level);>* for they are classes of all 
things, they say, and they penctratc all levels of being, and the Primally 
Existent, whatever that is, comprchends all of these classcs, in so far as 
it has proceeded forth from the supra-essential, having become Being, 
and in so far as it has assimilated itself towards what has produced it, 
acquiring Sameness instead of unity, while in so far as it has distin- 
guished itself from the One, not being the One, it becomes Otherness. 
For where Samencess exists, there also is Otherness, distinction also 
having arisen by reason of the declination from unity in the Same. In 
so far as it proceeds forth, it is established in motion, while in so far as, 
it is established in the Onc, even while it proceeds it has a share in sta- 
bility. For in general processions, as they say, are the causcs of motion 
and otherness in Being, while reversions are causcs of sameness and 
rest. 

Others” (situate) these genera in the intellectual realm, while main- 


™ That is, the third level of the intellectual realm. Cf. the parallel discussion in PT IL, 
12, p. 69. 15fF. S-W. 

35 Again, the first of a threcsome culminating in Syrianus, so probably Porphyry: 
Pcodpes pévor Tavta Aap Bavorres sounds like an anti-Porphyrian gibe. 

% Accepting an emendation of Westerink, to give sense to the sentence. : 

* Probably lamblichus. Cf. Proclus, Jn Tim. 1, 230.5i€. (= lambl. In Tim. fr. 29 Dit 
lon), where lamblichus is reported as declaring 7b dei dy to be on a higher level than ra 
yéwn Tov Svros. 
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taining {that these are genera of Being);® for such a number could not 
derive its existence immediately from the One; it is necessary, then, as 
has often becn drawn attention to elsewhere, that the multiplicity 
which manifests itself immediately from the One should be most akin 
to the One, constricted in quantity and incomprehensible in power, in 
order that through the constrictedness of its quantity it should imitate 
the quantitylessness of the Onc, and through the incomprchensibility 
of its power, the infinity of the One which is. prior to power; but the 
pentad is remote from the One and goes beyond even the first order of 
numbers, by which I mean the triadic; but Plato has termed the summit 
of the realm of beings the One Being, as being the monad of Being; 
whereas the theologians celcbrate intelligible monads and triads, but 
not pentads or othcr numbers; so then, the genera of being do not come 
immediately after the One. 

Such, then, is the argument of those who raise these difficulties. But 
if we are to arbitrate the arguments of such famous and divine men, and 
that in spite of the fact that such an enquiry is beyond what is relevant 
to our present concerns, and that this matter has been examined by us 
at greater length elsewhere, on the basis of the teaching of our master, 
we may at any rate make clear his judgement that considers both 
schools of opinion to speak rightly, both those which place the genera 
at every level and those who do not allow this number to be ranked 
directly after the Onc; for the genera are in the intelligible and in the 
intellectual realms according to the rank proper to them in each case, 
but in one way among the primal entities, and in another among the 
sccondary—here intelligibly, there intellectually. And this is the same 
as to say here unitarily and indivisibly, and there divisibly each accord- 
ing to their own number, so that one should not wonder if the intelli- 
gible monad comprehends the whole intellectual pentad indivisibly 
and unitarily, where we find that subsumed under unity both Rest in 
some way and Motion are one, and also Sameness and Otherness, all 
being undivided ‘in the darkling mist,”’ as the theologian says.“ For 
where also the monad which is the cause of monadic numbers is shown 
to comprehend all the reason-principles which the decad comprehends 
decadically, and the tetrad tetradically, why should one wonder if on 
the plane of beings, the intelligible monad comprchends all the classes 
of being monadically and indivisibly, while some other order compre- 
hends them dyadically, and yet another tetradically, since the Ideas are 

® Accepting an emendation of Westerink. 

* Perhaps a reference to the various discussions of the status of the yév79 rod dvros in 
the Timaeus Commentary, e.g. U1. 135.21f. where their operation at the level of Soul is 


discussed, or II, 160.6ff. where they are attached to the demiurgic level of Being. 
“ Orpheus Hymn 6.6. 
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also in the intclligible realm; but nevertheless we do not say that they 
exist in the same way as in the intellectual realm, but there as wholes, 
unitarily and paternally, whereas in this latter realm they exist sepa~ 
rately, individually and demiurgically, but it is necessary that every- 
where the number of the Ideas be dependent upon the genera of being? 
If, then, the intellectual Ideas partake of the intellectual species, it is 
plain that also the intelligible Ideas will partake of the intelligible spe- 
cies. If, then, at the limit of the intelligibles the primary ones among 
the Ideas are four,*! there must be prior to the tetrad of Forms a mo- 
nadic creation of the genera (gené);*? for thus also in the intellectual 
realm prior to the decadic generation of the Ideas there exists a pentadic 
cause of the classes of being (gené). 

About the classes of being, however, we will say more later on.* For 
the present, let us, if you will, examine the order in obedience to which 
he first denied Motion and Rest of the One, and then Sameness and 
Otherness. I have earlicr myself stated the cause of this when I said that 
Motion and Rest are double, and that one form of them is prior to 
Sameness and Otherness, namely that according to which cach thing 
proceeds from and retums to its causes, while another variety is sub- 
sequent to Sameness and Otherness, being observed in the activities of 
beings. Let us now state this in another way, taking our point of de- 
parture from the theses of the method carlier stated. In the First Hy- 
pothesis he denies things of thc One; but the first things denied, as we 
made clear earlier, were “‘of itself in relation to itself,” while the next 
test were ‘‘of itsclf in relation to itself and others,”’ and yet another set 
simply “of itself in relation to others”; for multiplicity and wholeness 
and shape and being-in-somcthing and motion and rest he denies of the 
Onc itself in relation to itself, whercas sameness and otherness, and like 
and unlike, and equal and unequal, and older and younger, he denies of 
it in relation to itself and to others (for the One is the same neither as 
itself nor as others, and it is other in the same way, and so for each of 
the other characteristics); while being an object of opinion or knowl- 
edge, or being nameable or utterable is denied of it in relation only to 
others; for it is unknowable to all things secondary to it in respect of all 
these cognitive activities. 

Since, then, the negations are divided into three groups, the first of 
itself towards itself, the second of itself both towards itself and towards 


“A reference to Tim. .39¢7-40a2, the Essential Living Being being 7d wépas rav 
vonrap for Proclus; cf. PT IN, 19, and I Tim. Ill, 105.14-107.26 Dich. 

* The word-play between elénns«hs terpaios and yevar I find it impossible to con- 
vey in translation, but Proclus is making a kind of contrast here between genera and spe- 
cies. 

* Presumably in the exegesis of the Second Hypothesis. 
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others, the third towards othcrs alone, the first being primary, the sec- 
ond being median, the third last, Motion and Rest are denied of the 
One of itself towards itself, whereas Sameness and Otherness are de- 
nied of it doubly, both in relation to itself and in relation to others, for 
which reason the former pair are ranked among the first sct of nega- 
tions, while thesc are ranked among the median set, and quite reason- 
ably does he give an account first about the former and later about the 
latter. In the same way he will go on to deny like and unlike and equal 
and unequal and older and younger of it both in relation to itself and in 
relation to others, thus denying all these attributes of the One and, as 
they say,“ depriving the One of substance, quality, quantity, and tem- 
porality; for these attributes pertain to these categories—sameness and 
otherness to substances, likeness and unlikeness to qualities, equal and 
unequal to quantities, and older and younger to temporal beings. And 
observe how here he denies these things, | mean samencss and other- 
ness, of the One, knowing as he does that Parmenides in his Poem at- 
tributed these to the One Being. For he says, ‘‘It remains same in the 
same, and lies on its own’’ (fr. 8.29 D-K). 

The One itself, then, established above One Being, must be shown 
to be in no way the same and, far less, other; for Sameness is more akin 
to the One. But he denies both this and Otherness of the One, in order 
that it may be shown to transcend One Being, in which Sameness is 
placed by Parmenides in his Poem, and Otherness as well*—not that 
those facts are disproved; rather these are added because of the accept- 
ance of the former. For if that which partakes of Sameness and Other- 
ness is not yet One in the true sense, it is necessary that the truly One 
should exist prior to these as being pure of these, or else in its partici- 
pation in these it will not be solely One, being filled with what is alien 
to the One, for whatever you add to the One by its addition causes one- 
ness to vanish, since it rejects the addition of everything that is alien to 
it. 


“Were it other than itselfit would be other than One, and so would not be 
One.” “True.”’ (139b) 


There being four negative theses in respect of the One concerning 
Sameness and Otherness, he begins from those which are further from 
the One and more casily grasped by us, and thus proceeds through the 
rest. There are four of these theses: (1) that the One is not other than 


“ It is not clear to me to whom gaciv refers—perhaps to the sum-total of previous 
commentators. At any rate, they are connecting the genera of Being with the main four 
Aristotelian categories. 

5 In Parmenides’ One there is, of course, no Othemess. Proclus can say this only be- 
cause he equates it with his own & bv. 
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itself; (2) that the One is not other than the others; (3) that the One is 
not the same as itself; and (4) that the Onc is not the same as the others. 
The clearest of these are the two extreme theses, for it is plain that it is 
not the same as the others, and that it is not other than itself; the re- 
maining two arc difficult to grasp, for how could one accept that it is 
not the same as itself, sceing that it is One, or how could one be per- 
suaded that it is not other than the others, secing that it is transcendent 
over them? 

Parmenides, then, starts from the clearest propositions and shows 
first that the One is neither other than itself nor the same as the others. 
And since of these two the more obvious is that the One is not other 
than itself, he first establishes this point by demonstration. For, as I 
said, Sameness is nearer to the Onc, while Otherness is more remote; 
and what is nearer is more difficult to remove, while what is more re- 
mote is easier, as being morc separate from it. It is for this reason, in- 
deed, that the dialecticians arc accustomed to say that he who wishes to 
train himself must seek the dissimilaritics in kindred things and the 
similarities in divergent things. 

So much may be said, then, concerning the order of the theses. We 
must now say how he goes about demonstrating this first of the four, 
that the One is not other than itself; then in turn, if we can, we will 
speak about each of the others. He demonstrates it, then, in this way: if 
the One is other than itself, it would be necessarily other than one; for 
it itself is one, and that which is other than onc is not one; for after all, 
that which is other than man is not man, and that which is other than 
horse is not horse, and in general that which is other than each thing is 
not that thing; if the One, then, is other than itself, the One is not one. 
But this is an absurdity, since it leads us round to a contradiction, viz. 
that the One is not one; therefore, the One is not other than itself. 

One might raise against this proof the objection that Otherness also 
will be proved by this not to be other than itself; and yct this it must 
necessarily be. For each of real beings takes its start of activity from it- 
self, as has been said many times, and the Eleatic Stranger (Soph. 258d) 
stated that the nature of the Other, in being other than the other classes 
of being, was in this respect itself not-being, even as were Motion and 
Rest. But if Otherness is other than itself; it will be other than Other- 
ness, and it will not be Otherness, cven as the One would not be one; 
therefore, Otherness is not other than itself. Onc might reply, perhaps, 
that Otherness takes its start of activity from itself and makes itself 
other, but not other than itself, but rather than others; for it is able to 
distinguish those too from each other, and itself far more so from 
them, and thus it acts upon itself by preserving itself unmixed with the 
others. And if you wish to speak still more truly, you could say that 
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Otherness, in so far as it is other than itself, is not otherness; for it is 
other than itself by participating in the other classes of being also; in 
this respect therefore it is not otherness, in so far as it participates in 
other things than itself; and this is not an absurd conclusion in the case 
of Otherness, because it is a multiplicity; but in the case of the One it 
would be absurd, for it is only one and nothing else. But the negation 
must be made in respect of something itself, and not something else; I 
mean, for instance, if something is other than man, one may say that it 
is not man, and if it is other than white, one may say that this is not 
white; but one should not say, since Dion is other than Man, secing 
that the one is an individual and the other a Form, that Dion is not a 
man; for he is not the Form itself, of which he was said to be other; for 
he is not Man; but he participates in the Form, and thus he is man, as 
being by participation an individual man. 


“And if it were the same as another, it would be that other, and not be 
itself; so that in this case, again, it would not be just what it is, one, but 
other than one.” “In no way.” (139bc) 


This is the second of the four propositions, easier to grasp than those 
which follow it, but more difficult than that which preceded it. It also 
rests firmly on the fact that the One accepts no characteristic from other 
things; for this axiom is supremely true, both of the One and of all the 
other divine causcs. For neither does the heaven accept anything of 
mortal unpleasantness into itself, nor docs the Demiurge accept any- 
thing from the creation in the cosmos, nor do the intelligibles from the 
intellectual multiplicity and from the division that is proper to them, so 
that it is not possible either for the One to be filled with any character- 
istic of beings. In no way, then, is it the same as the others; for then 
either it would participate in them, or it would be participated in by 
them, or else both it and they would participate in some other One. 
But it is not possible on the one hand for them both to participate in 
some One; for there is nothing superior to the One nor more one than 
it; for in that case there would be something prior to the One; for ascent 
is to the One, not to a multiplicity. Superior principles are always more 
unitary, as Soul is than body, (Intellect than soul, and the One than In- 
tellect. Nor does it in turn participate in others;)* for it does not accept 
anything from them, since they are worse. Nor is it participated in by 
them, for it transcends all beings equally, and the participated One is 
something else than it, while the primally Onc and the object of striv- 
ing for all beings stands unparticipated, prior to the totality of things, 
in order that it may remain one, devoid of multiplicity; for that which 


* Lacuna in Greek, filled from Latin. 
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is participated in is not completely one. So then in no way is the One 
the same as the others. 

This conclusion, indeed, one might reach from common sense, to 
conclude that the argument is true; but Ict us also examine the proof of 
Parmenides, which is as follows: if the Onc is the same as any other of 
all things, it would be the same as something which is not one; for it 
itself is thc One, and at the same time it is clear through this that it is 
inconceivable for the truly onc to be two; for it is plain that these two 
would be different from each other. Each then, being one and differing 
from the other, by reason of this difference would no longer be one. 
The One, then, is only one; that which is other than it is therefore not- 
one. If, then, the One is the same as another, it isthe same as a thing 
which is not one; for that which is the same as the Onc is one, even as 
that which is the same as not-man is not a man. If, then, the One is the 
same as something other than itself, the One will not be onc; if it is not 
one, it will be other than one, which was shown before to be absurd. 

It would have sufficed for the proof of the hypothesis to reduce the 
statement to a contradiction by means of the “‘three-term argument.” 
Nevertheless he adds this point also, that of its being othcr than one, in 
order that by means of demonstrating the immediatcly ensuing ab- 
surdity he may reveal this hypothesis also as being unsound. In the 
same way, one might demonstrate that Sameness Itself is in a way not 
sameness, if it were shown to be in some way the same as Otherness, 
or some other of beings apart from itself. For let it be postulated that 
Sameness is the same as Otherness in so far as it partakes of Otherness. 
If, then, that which is the same as Otherness is other and not the same, 
Sameness will be other and not the same. And there is nothing strange 
in this; for itis Sameness by its own essence, but other by participation 
in Otherness; and that becomes the same by participating in it; and this 
is perhaps the most paradoxical consequence, namely that that which 
has come to be the same as the nature of the Other should become 
other. 

Thus the argument when conducted in the case of the One is true, 
because the One has neither any genus prior to it nor any species, 
whereas those things which have prior to them a genus or a species— 
as for instance Man and Horse, or Socrates and Zcno—being the same 


© The argument-form &é& zpuav is part of Stoic logic, but authorities differ as to its 
nature, Michael Frede, Stoische Logik, p. 182, first seems to favour the form: “If p, then 
q: if r, then q; either p or r;, so 4,” but that does not fit here. The immediately preceding 
argument, if that is what Proclus is referring to, runs: “If p, then ~g; if ~q, then r, so, if 
p, then r,"’ and an argument of this form is given this name, as Frede also points out (p. 
183) by Alexander of Aphrodisias, (c.g. In An. Pr. 326.9 Wallies) and by Themistius, 
Philoponus, and Ammonius, so this seems morc likely to be correct. Chrysippus wrote 
a treatise on the subject, Diog. Laert. VII, 191. 
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in respect of genus or species, are no longer completely the same as 
each other; but it is necessary that there should not be prior to the One 
either genus or species, lest the One should come to be, by participat- 
ing in genus or species, not onc. For that which participates in a genus 
has something over and above the genus, and that which participates 
similarly in a species has something over and above the species; and in 
general everything which participates in something has something 
over and above that in which it participates; for if it had nothing, it it- 
self would be completely that thing, and would not merely participate 
in it. If, then, the One is neither in a genus nor in a species and is the 
same as some other thing, it would be that thing with which it is the 
same, since it would not be the same as something that is other than it. 


“Therefore the One will not be the same as another, or other than itself.” 
“No indeed.” (139c) 


This comes as the common conclusion of the two first propositions, 
which have a connection with each other in so far as they may be taken 
as complementing each other, the one expressing otherness to itself, 
the second sameness towards the others; for Otherness would seem to 
call rather for being connected with the others, while Sameness, with 
relation to itself. Therefore these former propositions are easier of 
proof; for they arc more inappropriate to the One. The following 
propositions are more difficult, for otherness towards the others is 
nearer to the One by reason of the transcendent superiority of the One, 
and sameness towards itself is nearer to it because of its unutterable and 
indescribable super-unity**—"“‘samencss” and “otherness,” of course, 
having two senses, for we call ‘‘same” both Sameness and that which 
participates in Sameness, and “‘other’”’ similarly both Otherness and 
that which participates in Otherness. The argument will show as it 
proceeds that in neither sensc is the One other or the same; for neither 
as Otherness nor as other is it other than the others; nor either as Same- 
ness of as participating in Sameness is it the same as itself; in what sense 
we are to take this we will learn as we proceed. 


“Nor can it be other than another, so long as it is one. To be other than 
something properly belongs, not to ‘One,’ but only to an ‘Other than an- 
other,’ and to nothing else.” “Correct.” “So in so far as it is One it will 
not be Other; or do you think so?” “No indeed.” “But ifnot in this way, 
then not in virtue of being itself; and ifnot in virtue of being itself then not 
as itself; and if as itselfit is not in any sense other, it cannot be other than 
anything.”’ “Correct.”’ (139c) 


* Proclus here uses, it seems uniquely, the term drepévwors. 
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Of the two remaining propositions, he once again takes for proof the 
easicr before the other; and it is easier to deny of the Onc itself that 
which lies further from the One. And such is Otherness, as has been 
often stated; for Sameness is more akin to the One, for which reason it 
has a nature which is difficult to distinguish from it and which requires 
more argument. For this too should be noted in this connection, that it 
is the length of the argument that is the measure of the clarity or obscu- 
rity of the subject matter, in order that he may not be indulging in any- 
thing uselessly or without substantive need. So then, for this reason, he 
will say more about the fourth proposition, and he has said least about 
the first, and less about the second than about the third. 

So much, then, about the order of the argument. So, as we have said, 
since ‘“‘othcr’’ is taken in two senses, in regard to each he denies that the 
One is other; and first he denies it as not participating in Otherness, for 
the One as One does not participate in Otherness—otherwisc, it would 
not be one through such participation—but everything that is termed 
‘other than another”’ is so termed because of its otherness; for the One 
as One is not other becausc it does not partake in Otherness; for only 
to what is other is proper the quality of being other than another, but 
not to the One; and such is that which partakes in Otherness. But if the 
Onc is going to be other by virtue of Otherness, it will participate in 
Otherness; for “‘one’’ is onc thing and “‘other’’ is another, the one being 
an absolute expression, the other a relative one, so that the other is not 
other to the One, but to that which it makes other. 

He gocs on from this to show that the One is not Otherness either; 
for what if it is not other as participating in Otherness, but is Otherness 
itself? But neither is this, he says, true; for if it is not other as being 
One, it will not be other to the One; and if it is not other to the One, 
neither will it be itself Otherness. A most inspired conclusion; for 
Otherness is other to itself and through itself, but the One is not other 
to itself, but in fact the concepts of One and Other are entirely differ- 
ent; so therefore, the One is not Othemess. 

If, then, the One is not other than itself, it is not Otherness either, 
and this is what he himself has said so succinctly: “If it is not in virtue 
of being itself, then it is not as itself,” that is to say, if it is not other in 
relation to itself as being One, because ‘‘one” is different from “other,” 
then neither is it Otherness itself; for in that case it would be one and 
the sarne thing to say that it is other to the One, and other than Other- 
ness, if indeed the Onc is to be Otherness, which the argument has dis- 
proved. 

Having said this, he produces a general conclusion as follows: that if 
as itself it is not in any sense “other,” neither as Otherness nor as par- 
ticipating in Otherness, then ‘‘it cannot be other than anything.” For 
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everything which is other than something is either Otherness itself or 
participates in Otherness; but the One neither is Otherness nor partic- 
ipates in Otherness; thcrefore it is not other than anything. And in gen- 
eral, if Sameness is the contrary of Otherness, and Sameness is superior 
to Otherness, it is in no way proper to associate the worse of the pair 
with the One; but it is either identical with neither or with the better of 
the two, as we have said above. Otherness, then, is in some way in the 
position of contrary to the One, if such an expression is not improper, 
in so far as the Onc is the cause of unity, while Otherness is the cause 
of division. Sameness, on the other hand, through its holding together 
of beings and bringing them into community, imitates the unity which 
proceeds from the One. In no way, then, is the One other, but it is 
rather more same than other. However, it is not same cither, as will 
become plain as we proceed. 

Someone might perhaps raise against us a difficulty by asking how 
the One can be said to be transcendent over all] things if it is not other 
than them; for what is transcendent is distinct from those things which 
it transcends, and it will be separate from everything which is divided 
from it; and everything which is divided is divided in virtue of Other- 
ness; for as we said, Otherness is divisive, while Sameness is cohesive. 

In reply to this I would say that the One does transcend beings and is 
separate from them, but it does not hold this separate and transcendent 
position of seniority in virtue of Otherness, but rather through another 
unspeakable superiority, and not such as Otherness provides to beings. 
It is like the use of the word always in connection with the cosmos, and 
in the case of Intellect; this always is not used in the same way for both 
of them, but in the one casc it is temporal, and in the other eternal and 
beyond all time; even so, Intellect is transcendent over Soul, and so is 
the One over beings in gencral, but in the case of Intellect this tran- 
scendence is achieved through Otherness, which causes distinctions 
among beings and, in the case of the One, in a mode prior to Other- 
ness; for Otherness imitates the transcendence and the unmixed nature 
ofthe One, even as Sameness imitates its unspeakable unity; so it is sep- 
arated from all things in a different way to the way in which Otherness 
separates beings from each other. And this is clear also in the case of 
what we may term opposites; for one cannot say that the absolutely 
non-existent is other than being, because what is other, although non- 
existent in one sense, is yet existent; and that which is non-existent in 
this sense is no less existent for that, as Plato says (Soph. 258a); and how 
if it were in no way existent could it participate in any genus of being? 

*” The wa dv of Plato, Sophist 257b is simply “not-x," and distinct from the pndapéos ov 


of 240e. For the misquotation rap‘éiarrov in Sophist 258b1-2, cf. above n. 51 to Book 
VI (at 1072.34). 
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(Therefore, even as the absolutely non-existent is not) other (than 
beings), lest in becoming other it should be banished from all sorts of 
being, so the Onc is transcendent over all beings, but is not transcend- 
ent because it is other, lest in being other it should no longer be tran- 
scendent over all beings; for one must not transpose the negation ac~ 
cording to which it is no onc of all things into an assertion arising from 
the negations; for being other is an assertion; in fact, even the notion of 
transcendence we do not usc in a proper sense in speaking of the One 
nor any other of those terms which properly refer to beings. 


“Nor yet can it be the same as itself.” “Why not?” ‘That which the na- 
ture of the One is, such will surely not be the nature of the same?” “Why 
not?” “Because when a thing becomes the same as something, it does not 
become one.” “But why?” “For instance, if it becomes the same as the 
many, it must become many, not one.” “True.” ‘Whereas if there were 
no difference whatever between unity and sameness, whenever a thing be- 
came the same it would always become one, and whenever one, the same.”” 
“Certainly.” “So if the One is to be the same as itself, it will not be one 
with itself; and thus it will be one and not one.” “But this is impossible.” 
(139dc) 


This is the fourth of the propositions, that the One is not the same as 
itself, neither as Sameness nor as participating in Sameness. And first 
of all, he shows that it is not as Sameness; for if the One is Sameness, 
then everything that participates in Samcness by that very token be- 
comes one, in so far as it partakes of the same—for it must inevitably 
become one in other respects, and to the extent that Sameness is sec- 
ondary in rank to the One,>! for there is nothing without unity; for 
even Otherness creates everything that it creates with the help of unity; 
since for anything at all to exist without participation in unity is utterly 
impossible. So, in so far as anything will be the same, to this extent it 
will be necessarily one, if Sameness is the One. But in fact there is 
something which in so far as it partakes in Sameness becomes many, as 
for instance “that which becomes the same as the many and not one”; 
so, therefore, the Onc is not identical with Sameness. For even as that 
which has become the same as horse is horse, and that which has be- 
come the same as white is white, and the same as black, black, and in 
the case of everything whatever, that which has been assimilated to 
some species receives in every case the form of that to which it is said 
to be identified, so that which has become the same as the many by be- 
coming many has become the same as the many. So then that which 


50 Adopting Westerink’s supplement for whatis plainly a lacuna in the MSS. 
51 A tentative rendering of a corrupt passage. 
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has become the same as the many, in so far as it is many, is the same as 
them; but in so far as it is many it is impossible for it to be one. There- 
fore, the One is not Sameness; for in that case all things that partook of 
Sameness by the same token would also become One. But it has been 
shown in the case of the many that Sameness is not the One, by reason 
of the, as it were, oppositeness of the many to the One. 

Having demonstrated this, he goes on to show that the One is not 
the same, either, in the sense of participating in Sameness; for if it is the 
same as itself in the sense of participating in Sameness which is some- 
thing other than it, the One will not be one; for it will be, through par- 
ticipating in Sameness, both one and something else which it is not, 
and it will no longer preserve the characteristic of the One, since it will 
have become a multiplicity instead of one. And all this he has summed 
up succinctly by saying that “‘if the one is to be the samc as itself, it will 
not be one with itself”’; for Sameness has been shown to be other than 
the One. Therefore, the whole argument is contained in this poten- 
tially; everything that is the samc as something either partakes in Same- 
ness or is itself the same; but the One neither partakes in Sameness as 
something other than it, lest in partaking in something else besides the 
One it should not be One, nor is it itself Sameness, for it is not the case 
that what are true of Sameness are also true of the One. For it is possible 
for the Many to be the same as the Many, but not possible for them to 
be one as long as they are many. So then, the One is not Sameness, nei- 
ther as participating in Sameness, nor as being able to be the same (as 
anything). 

The argument as a wholc is more or less of this sort. But someone 
might raise against us the objection—to begin from the last section—as 
to where and in what passage he has shown that there is something that 
becomes one and not the same. That that which becomes the same does 
not in all cases in virtue of this become also one let us assume to have 
been demonstrated, because that which becomes the same as many 
does not become one, but many; but once this alone has been demon- 
strated, why does he bring on two more inferences, saying, “When- 
ever something would become the same, it would always become one, 
and when it became one, the same,”’ if Sameness and One were the 
same. 

It may be said in reply that following the same line of argument we 
shall add this also: “For if anything becomes one, it becomes other than 
the many; and yet if Sameness and One were the same, it would be nec- 
essary that that which became one would straightway become the same 
also, and not other; for even as that which is the same as the many is 
not one, so the One is not the same as the Many.” 

But one might say that that which becomes one, not being one pre- 
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viously, becomes different from those things which are not one, and 
becomes the same as itself, and the reason why it is other than what is 
not onc is that it is the same as itself. Onc might answer to this that that 
which becomes one of neccssity becomes other than those things 
which arc not one, but does not bring with it the notion of sameness in 
so far as it is one; for it becomes other than what is not onc in virtue of 
contrariety, but it is qua one that the One is one; since it is not a relative 
concept; for it is absolute, while “‘the samc” is a relative term. So for 
something to become one does not imply sameness; for in all cases ab- 
solute concepts preexist relative ones, for which reason that which be- 
comes one is not in every case the same, because absolute terms are 
prior to what is relative; and “same’”’ is one of the relative terms, for 
somcthing may at the same time be both not the same and one. So then, 
Sameness and the One are not absolutely onc. 

For this reason Plato, relying on this argument, has added that if the 
Onc were Sameness, then what is the same would be one qua the same, 
and the One same qua One; but that which is the same as the many was 
plainly many and, in virtue of this, not onc, and that which becomes 
onc is not yet the same as anything. 

Again, some will raisc the problem as to how we say that something 
‘becomes the same as the many”; for it would seem more proper to say 
“equal,” not “same.” One may reply to them that there is an essential 
Multiplicity among beings, and there is another multiplicity which 
comes in from the outside and is accidental, and the one is to be found 
among Forms, while the other exists in material things; when essential 
Multiplicity and Number come to have the same numbcr, not that 
number which exists in numbered things, but that which is number in 
the pure sense, then multiple A is said to become “the same” as multi- 
ple B, but not “equal”; for community in essence is sameness, whereas 
cquality in respect of some quantity is not essential quantity. For even 
as in the sphere of quality, there is one thing which is quality alone, and 
there is another which defines quality in respect of essence, even so, in 
the sphere of quantity, there is onc thing which is quantity proper, and 
another which is quantity in essence; and when two such quantities join 
with one another, they join through sameness, even as also essential 
qualities join to onc another through sameness, not through likeness. 
So much, then, for that problem. 

The philosopher indicates in this passage also that it is possible for 
Sameness to coexist with Otherness and Multiplicity. But Unity, and 
the One, is said to be above any linkage with Multiplicity; for if 3t is 
possible for the Many to partake in Sameness, but not for them to be 
one in so far as they are many, although they are by reason of this the 
same as others because they are many, it is plain that Sameness exists 
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also in multiplicities, but Oneness desires to transcend multiplicity. 
Whence it is with reason demonstrated that the One is not Sameness; 
for Sameness does not stand apart from Multiplicity, whercas the One 
is outside all things multiple. For each order of beings brings in some- 
thing also with itself in every case which did not exist prior to it; for 
instance, the realm of gencration has change of essence which the heav- 
enly realm does not have, and the heavens possess circular spatial mo- 
tion which the Soul of itself does not have, and Soul has transitive 
thought which Intellect does not have, and Intellect has a striving to- 
wards the intelligible which Being does not have, and Being has Same- 
ness and Otherness, which the One itself transcends, having no need of 
either of these, cither Sameness (for it has a simplicity which is superior 
to Sameness) nor Otherness (for it has a superiority which is greater 
than Otherness). 


“Consequently it is equally impossible for the One to be either other than 
another or the same as itself.”” “It is impossible.” (139e) 


He has produced here a common conclusion for the two proposi- 
tions just demonstrated; for he says that “it is impossible for the One 
either to be other than any things or the same as itself”; One must not 
take this either as indicating weakness and deficiency of power, nor on 
the other hand as superfluity of powcr; for there is also an impossibility 
of this kind (even as we are accustomed to say that it is impossible for 
the good man to sin), but rather the transcendence which is superior to 
all power. For in this scnse impotence may be truly predicated of the 
One, as being superior to all potency which proceeds from it, both that 
which is productive of otherncss and that which is productive of same- 
ness among beings; for thence procceds both that Limit which is the 
author of all sameness in beings, and the Unlimitedness which is gen- 
erative of all distinction and division. Even as, then, it is above all Limit 
and above all Unlimitedness, even so it is above all Sameness and far 
more so above all Otherness, both the divine and that which exists in 
beings. 

If, then, there were some divine order which should be characterised 
by them,>? most of all the divine orders, the One would be transcend- 
ent over this also; and being same or other would make manifest the 
order of the gods which proceeds from it, particularly according to 
these two modes. 


“Thus the One cannot be other than, or the same as, either itself or an- 
other.” “No indeed.” (139¢) 


% Sc. Sameness and Otherness. The order referred to is the third intellectual order, 
which the One is shown here to transcend. 
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This is the common conclusion of all the four propositions, revert- 
ing back to the first premise,*? but expressed somewhat differently. For 
there he said that the One was “‘neither the same as another nor as it- 
sclf,” separating off first of all the same from the other, and then the 
other (from the same); but here he has added the other and the same 
together to produce a division comprising both, adding, “either to it- 
self or to another,” and he has begun from the other and ended with the 
other, both through his conciseness and through his beginning and 
ending with the same element imitating the cycle of intellectual activ- 
ity. 

So much, then, for that. Perhaps, however, someone would ask us 
again, after these proofs have been presented, if perhaps the others than 
the Onc might not be other than it; for the others seem to bring along 
with them also the suggestion that they are other than the One; for they 
are certainly not the same; for they are not also One. But perhaps, as 
we said, the fact is that the Many* gua other arc necessarily also in all 
ways “‘other”’ (alla), but are not other (herera) than the One. For:as he 
himself has declared, what is ‘‘other than’’ (heteron) is other than an- 
other; and so, even if they should be called “‘others” (alla) and other 
than the One, one would not say it in the sense that they have made a 
procession from it by means of Otherness; for in that case Otherness 
would be sccond after the One and median between the One and the 
Many, in order that thesc should proceed in accordance with it. But let 
us grant that there is a declination® from the One to these; but not 
every declination is the product of Otherness, but only that declination 
which is in the rcalm of the Forms. Wherefore everything that is other 
than its proper causc is also in declination from it, but not everything 
that has declined is in a relation of Otherncss to that cause of itself. 

Perhaps also one might express it thus, that the others than the One 
are other than the One by virtue of having made their departure from 
the One, which has been rendered other than them by means of the 
Otherness which has entered into them; for by being differentiated 
from that which is exempt from diffcrentiation by reason of its sim- 
plicity, they have been allotted an inferior rank, so that they will also 
be called other than the One, since by becoming other than each other, 
they are separated from the One, which absolutely rejects the title of 
reciprocal otherness. So then, since there arc two, or rather threc, types 

39 Cf. 1151.39, and 1171.14 above. 

3 Excising ra zoAAd tov évds, line 10, with Westerink. It is meaningless as it stands, 
and probably a gloss (Moerbeke reads zov roAA& 705 évos, which is no help). 

55 The concept of dpemis as a technical term seems to go back to Porphyry (c.g. Sent. 


11, p. 5.2 Lamberz; dpéorec 8vvépews) but not to Plotinus. For the theory of declination. 
cf. ET, props. 28-29, 36, 63-64. 
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of otherness in beings—the one that of superiors, the other that of in- 
feriors, the third that of coordinates—in the supra-essential realm, in- 
stead of the otherness of superior forms to inferior, we must postulate 
transcendence, instead of that of inferior to superior, declination, and 
in place of the distinction of coordinates from each other, individual 
peculiarity. Everything, then, is in declination from the One, and the 
One is transcendent over all things, and neither is the One other than 
the others nor are the others other than the Onc. If, then, by chance we 
use terms loosely in talking of the others than the One, we must be par- 
doned, in view of popular usage. For that in fact we say nothing in the 
proper sense about the One, we will hear the philosopher demonstrat- 
ing a little later. Nevertheless, we do talk about it because of the natural 
striving of the soul towards the One. 


“Nor can the One be like or unlike anything, whether itself or another.” 
“Why ever not?” (139e) 


‘He has moved at this point from one order of being to the next one 
after it, as we shall show in the Second Hypothesis, and specifically 
from the demiurgic order to that order which is celebrated by other au- 
thors as the assimilative,* the characteristic of which is that it is the sole 
supracosmic entity through which both everything in the cosmos and 
all the transcendent classes are assimilated to the intellectual gods, and 
are joined to the demiurgic monad, which transcendently rules over all 
and shows how the One by transcending this also yet is generative of 
it, if it is permissible to say so, showing forth this whole order along 
with those prior to it and not denying any single intellectual form. For 
there is nothing remarkable or awesome in this, if the One transcends 
some one single form, Likeness or Unlikeness for instance, nor must 
the present argument be thought to concern itself with these; for the 
Forms are very numcrous, and it would not be possible to say for what 
reason he has left somc out, while using others apart from the rest in 
connection with the separation of them from the One. But itis plain to 
those who have made divisions among the divine classes that he is 
showing the One to be superior to all classes, raising up to the One a 
single theological hymn by means of all these negations. We arc, then, 
not going to accept the argument that he is simply following the ten 
categories,*” taking same and other from substance, like and unlike 

% The dpopowwrecy rafts of gods (otherwise known as #yszomot) is discussed by 
Proclusin PT VI, 1-14, while their separation from the One is stated ibid. Il, 12, p. 70.15- 
28 S-W. Since the title for them used here seems to derive from the identification with 
the present conclusion (or rather, with its equivalent in the Second Hypothesis, to which 
Prockus refers), the “other authors” referred to here can only be Syrianus, since he is the 
inventor of this exegesis. 

5% He has alluded to this view above, 1176.30ff. CE. n. 34. 
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from quality, equal and uncqual from quantity, and older and younger 
from time. And yet this is true and we have already said so ourselves 
but all these categories are among the things of sense and concern the 
sense world; but since Plato is dealing with supracosmic orders of 
being and showing that the Onc transcends them also, there would be 
nothing worthy of notc even if one were to show that the One was free 
of every one of the categories, and especially if one follows those who 
make the categories infcrior to thc intelligible realm.** For how would 
there be any accidental quality there, and how are we to postulate sub- 
stance there, which is such as to have especially the characteristic of 
“being the same and numerically one while being receptive of oppo- 
sites?’’5? For neither is it the case that such a unity has any place in the 
intelligible and eternal nature, nor do the genera and species which are 
less honourable than such substances, sceing that neither do these sub- 
stances themsclves, though they are morc honourable than them, nor 
far more so do the accidents which are dimmer in nature than such gen- 
era and species. So even if we say that the whole intelligible essence is 
free from such celebrated categorics, what superiority would this re- 
moval of these show for the One which is above the intelligible world? 
So then let us leave aside for these reasons the categories, whether or 
not those who make much of them distinguished them properly; for it 
matters nothing for the present purpose. But if someone thinks that 
what is being negated here is certain intelligible or intellectual Forms, 
we have already said to such a one that there would be nothing aston- 
ishing even in this, if the Onc were to transcend any one Form, seeing 
as it is the cause of all the intelligibles. For even the henad of Intellect 
transcends these, in virtue of which Intellect is onc-like and is, as it 
were, especially rooted in the One itself, and all beings are connected 
with it through the One in themselves, but especially Intellect, seeing 
that this comes (directly) after the One. 

But if we are to make any statement to reveal the nature of the pres- 
ent negations also, one must say that the whole assimilative order pro- 
ceeds from the demiurgic monad and imitates the sameness there by 
means of its likeness, showing forth its collective and universally co- 
hesive aspect in a more partial manner, whilc it imitates the demiurgic 
otherness by means of its unlikeness, mirroring its divisive and distin- 
guishing aspect by means of its purity which is unmixed with the ex- 
treme points of its realm. To call, as some of our predecessors have 


58 As docs Plotinus, for example, in Ent. V1, 1-3. 
59 Aristotle Cat. 5.4a10-11 (quoted by Plotinus, Enn, VI, 1.2.16-18). 
© For this entity, sec ET, props. 160-161, and PT IMl, 9. 
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been pleased to do, likeness a “‘slack”’ form of sameness, or unlikeness 
a “slack” otherness, must, however, be avoided; for there is no such 
thing among the gods as slackening or tightening up, nor is there any 
unboundedness in the direction of more and less, but all things are fixed 
in their own bounds and their own measures, and are not capable of 
entertaining any tightening or slackening. What would be more suita- 
ble would be to use expressions which clarify the analogical relation- 
ships which hold among the divine realms; for Plato himself has ap- 
plied analogy to the gods, when he makes the sun analogous on the 
visible level to its counterpart on the intelligible level. So then, likeness 
is in the secondary realms what Sameness is in those prior to them, and 
unlikeness similarly answers to Otherness, (and what Sameness is on 
the level of whole and source, that) likeness is on the level of part and, 
as it were, “principle,” and the first offspring of Sameness and Other- 
ness are the like and the unlike. For the equal and the unequal spring 
from there, but prior to these are likeness and unlikeness; but the like is 
morc general among the Forms than the equal and the unlike than the 
unequal, (and even as these depend immediately upon the Same and the 
Other, so does the assimilative or hegemonic order) immediately de- 
pend upon the demiurgic monad; for in it in general the whole assimi- 
lative causal principle has its prior existence. Therefore it is that Ti- 
maeus presents the Demiurge there not only as creating the cosmos, 
but also as assimilating it to the Essential Living Being to a greater de- 
gree than before (Tim. 37d), and for this reason he presents the whole 
of time as being a measure of the circuits of the universe, cven as eter- 
nity preexisted as a measure of the nature of the Essential Living Being. 

It is with reason, then, that after dealing with the demiurgic monad 
he proceeded to the assimilative order, removing this also from the 
One; and the order of the propositions is the same as in the previous 
section; for there are four propositions hcre too, namely, (1) ifthe One 
is like itself, (2) if the One is unlike itself, (3) if the One is like the 
Others, (4) if the One is unlike the Others. The proofs of these, that 
none of them is suitable to the One, all take their start from Sameness 
and Otherness, since according to the canons of demonstration the 


* Possibly a reference to Iamblichus, who makes use of the concepts:of dveocs and 
émiraors in his Commentary on the Categories (ap. Simpl. In Cat, 231.6ff.), in connection 
with distinguishing between &fees and diadéorecs in the category of Quality. It would not 
be like Iamblichus, one would think, to postulate degrees ot relaxation and tension in 
connection with gods, but then he would not be doing so here, as such an identification 
is an innovation of Syrianus! 

®@ Adopting Westerink’s necessary filling of a lacuna. The contrast between mnyaius 
and dapxtxas can be explained by the fact that in PT V1, 1, the Fyepovecod of dgopourriucot 
deoi are designated dpxaé, as opposed to their superiors, who are anya. 

* Lacuna here in Greck MS filled from Latin translation. 
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middle terms are in the proper sense the causes of the fact. For which 
reason in many cases he does not base his proof upon what has previ- 
ously been proved; for it is not always the case that those which are 
higher and prior in order are generative of what are secondary to them, 
but they may be completive or protective or in other respects exercise 
providence over them, but they do not in all cases gencrate them. For 
consider back from the beginning, if you will, the order of proposi- 
tions. He demonstrated the thesis that it had neither whole nor parts on 
the basis of the concept of many, for thence proceeds the totality of the 
intellectual realm; that it has neither beginning nor middle nor end he 
derived from the fact that it is neither a whole nor has parts, for it is 
from these that they are produccd immediately; that it is neither 
straight nor curved he derived from the fact of its neither being a whole 
nor having parts, for being in itself and in another procceds from that 
order and not from that of shape, although it is ranked immediately be- 
fore it in the order of propositions. That it is neither at rest nor in mo- 
tion he derives from many sources, both from its not being in anything 
and from its not having a middle and from its not having parts; for the 
order of being at rest and in motion procceds from all these orders. 

All these things we shall make clear when we coordinate each of 
these propositions to the teachings of the theologians about the divine 
processions. Even as, then, he has made his proof in the case of these 
from those entities which lie before the order under cxamination in 
each case as causes, even so also in his discussions of likeness and un- 
likeness he has produced his conclusions negating these of the One 
from Sameness and Otherness, since the order of their procession is 
from those. Having said this by way of introduction, we must now 
next examine the proofs themselves, dealing with each in order. 


“Because a like thing is a thing which has an identical character.” “Yes.” 
“But we have seen that the character ‘same’ is distinct_ from the character 
‘one’.”’ “We have.” “Now ifthe One has any character distinct from being 
One, it must have the character of being more things than One; and this 
is impossible.” ‘‘Yes.”’ “So it is quite impossible that the One should be 
a thing ‘having the same character’ as either another or itself.”’ “It seems 
not.” “Therefore the One cannot be like another or like itself.” “It seems 
not.” (139¢-140a) 


The syllogism asserting of the One that it is not like either itself or 
another is somewhat of this sort: according to the geometricians, once 
we have first defined what “like’’ is—namely, that that which has the 
same character as something we say is “like’’ that which it has the same 
character as; for we say that two white things and two black things are 
like, as having the sarne characters, black and white, and again if you 
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say that black and white are like onc another, you will be saying that 
they are like by reason of the fact that they partake in the same genus, 
colour. So the syllogism is as follows: the One has no character the 
same either as itself or as another; that which is like eithcr itself or an- 
other has some character the same; the One, therefore, is not like either 
itself or another. Such being the syllogism, then, he has deemed only 
one of the premises to be in need of defence, that which states that the 
One has not any character the same cither as itself or as another. How 
and in what way? The One, he says, is plainly separated from Same- 
ness; for it has been shown that it is no way the same; but that which is 
separate from Sameness, if it were to have the same character as some~ 
thing, will be many and not onc; for everything that has any character 
whatever is many, both what it is and the character it possesses. And 
what is there astonishing in that, seeing that the Onc itself, if it acquires 
a character, is many? For even the One itself does not have the character 
of oneness, but that is reserved for the many which partake in the Onc; 
the One itself is one, and docs not partake of the character of one; if it 
has any character beside itsclf, it would be more and not one. And 
again it must be said: if the Onc is separate from Sameness, it does not 
have the character of same, lest it then come about that it has some 
other characteristic which is not itself and thus becomes not one; but in 
fact the One is separate from Samencss; in no way, then, does the One 
have the character of Sameness cither towards itself or towards an- 
other; from this it follows that the Onc is like neither itself nor another; 
for what is like has some character which is the same. 

Enough, then, about the order of the premises; but observe how 
carefully he has not said that the One has the character of one, but that 
it has no other character except ‘being one”; for it is this, and does not 
have it as a character; for everything that has any character is many; for 
by characteristic he mcans participation in some other thing. We may 
assume also that in saying that the Onc has no other characteristic than 
being the One, he is hinting in a truly remarkable way that even the 
One is an inadequate description of the first principle of all things, 
which is what he is going to say at the end of the present hypothesis 
(141¢), and that human discourse attributes even this to it as an unsuit- 
able title, even though it is more suitable than others, because it is not 
even possible to conceive anything more august than the One, so that 
even the One will be characterised by that highest principle. But dis- 
course must come to a halt at this point and not add anything more, lest 
unawares we involve that which is superior even to oneness in multi- 
plicity. 

But if someone were to enquire this in turn, whence comes it that 
that which has the same character is “‘like,’’ we must reply that Likeness 
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is the offspring of Sameness, cven as Sameness is of the One. Sameness, 
then, participates in the One, and Likeness participates in Sameness; for 
“having a characteristic” consists in participating in another and pro- 
ceeding forth in accord with another causal principle senior to itself. 
And observe how—since he is talking of participating and not partici- 
pating now in the case of the One, not as in something superior to it, 
but as in something inferior and dependent upon the One, as will be the 
case in the Second Hypothesis, or not dependent on it, as in this one— 
in order that he may not cause confusion by using the same word, he 
has described participation in something superior as a “character” (pa- 
thos), saying that the like has the “character” of samencss, and the un- 
like that of otherness; for the lattcr are more universal than the former; 
for as we said, the equal and the uncqual are same and other in the 
sphere of quantity. And in the same way in the Sephist also (244e) he 
called participation a character and said that the whole had oneness asa 
character, not being the Once itself but participating in the One. 


“But neither is it true that the One has the characteristic of being other; 

for in that case again, the One would have more characteristics than being 
one.”’ “More, indeed.” ‘But that which has the characteristic of otherness 
either than itself or than another would be unlike either itself or another, 
if it is the case that that which has the characteristic of sameness is like.’” 
“Correct.”’ “So the One, as it seems, through in no way having the char- 
acter of otherness, is in no way unlike either itself or another.”” “No in- 
deed.’’ (140ab) 


Here in turn the syllogism is more or less of this sort: the One does 
not have the character of other, either in relation to itself or to anothcr; 
that which is unlike has some character of otherness either in relation 
to itself or to another; the One therefore is not unlike. Whence, then, 
does he derive that the One does not have the characteristic of Other- 
ness? That it inno way partakes in Otherness has been said already. But 
that which has been made other plainly of necessity participates in 
Otherness. If, then, itis not possible for the One to be anything else but 
one, in order that the One may not become more than one, it would 
not suffer the characteristic of being other. But whence comes it that 
the unlike suffers the characteristic of being other, either than itself or 
than another? Because the unlike is on the same side of the list™ as 
Otherness. So then, even as Otherness participates in Unlimitedness, 
so Unlikencss partakes in Otherness; for everything that is unlike is 
also other, while not everything that is other is automatically also un- 
like; for essential Otherness is not unlikeness but the community of po- 


That is, of the Pythagorean Table of Opposites. 
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tencies brings about likeness and thcir differentiation brings about the 
unlikeness that is its opposite. 

So it appears from these arguments that it is not the case that Like- 
ness is the same as Sameness, or Unlikeness as Otherness; nor are they 
other than the latter but established as supcrior to them in rank; but 
each of them is secondary after their counterpart, even as Plato has 
ranked them. For Sameness is more comprehensive than Likeness, and 
Otherness than Unlikeness, and they have the same relation to these as 
“founts,”’ in the terminology of the theologians, have to the principles 
that proceed from them, or which the most universal monads have to 
more particular monads, which are generated in a primary way from 
them but exhibit an inferior essence and power; and even if some au- 
thorities,® slightly deviating from the notion of descent, term this 
“slackening,” thcy are perhaps not being unreasonable. 


“Therefore the One cannot be either like or unlike either another or it- 
self.” “It seems not.”’ (140b) 


This is the common conclusion of the four propositions, and he has 
preserved the same form in presentation as the premise (139e7-8); for 
there, having presented like and unlike, he added in common to both 
of them the phrase “neither to itself nor to another.”’ He has done this 
in a manner suitable to this assimilative order of being, herc also assim- 
ilating the end of the discussions about it to the beginning. He pro- 
ceeded differently in the casc of the first conclusions, inasmuch as each 
of these orders turned in upon itself and did not depart from itself. 

If someone were to raise the problem whether the others than the 
One arc like the One or not (for indeed some are accustomed to call 
Intellect an image of the Onc as being unitary and partless, secing as the 
One is partless)—if, then, one were to raise this point, what such like- 
ness would be and how it would not also be the case that the One 
would not be like the others, we will say that Likeness, whether we re- 
gard it as genus or species of being, or whether on the other hand it is 
said to be the whole assimilative order of gods, does not make all things 
like to the One; for it is not the summit of beings or the Form of Forms 
or the order of all divine orders, but they have a median degree of pro- 
gression, both among Forms and among the divine gencra. Even if, 
then, you were to say that all things are like to the One, yet you will 
not say that they are like it in virtue of this Likeness, but rather only in 
virtue of the unity which procecds from the One to all beings, and the 
natural striving of all things towards the One; for all things are what 


§ Again, perhaps, Iamblichus; cf. n. 61 above. 
 E.¢. Plotinus, in En. V, 1.7. 
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they are through desire for thc One through the agency of the One, and 
in virtue of this striving each, being filled with its proper degrce of 
unity, is likened to the single cause of all things, and is not likened to 
something like it, lest that cause should appear to be like the others, 
but, if it is proper to say so, it is likened to a paradigm of those things 
which arc like to it. 

Beings are indeed likened to the One, but arc likened by means of an 
inexpressible striving for the One, and not by means of this assimila- 
tive order or the single Form of Likeness; for it is not possible for this 
to join all things to the One and draw them upwards to him, but it is 
the job of this order to drag up everything subsequent to it towards the 
intellectual demiurgic monad, as it is the job of another agency to draw 
them towards the intelligible monad, which possesses the “transport- 
ive” force, as the theologians call it, of all things from it down as far 
as Matter and, in turn, of all things back to it. 

So the characteristic of this is to turn all things by mcans of likeness 
towards the intellectual monad and draw together all the orders of 
beings which have been separated from it; for even Like itself and Un- 
like itself are in need of the One, and each of them participates in it and 
is what it is in virtue of it, and is cause to others which participate in 
them of their being, and this communion with all beings does not come 
about for them through likeness, but through oneness, as does also 
their communion with the One itself which is beyond all things. So 
even if we say that all procession is accomplished through likeness,® 
and even the procession of beings from the One similarly, we must ex- 
cuse ourselves for looseness in terminology, since we are using terms 
that we are accustomed to use in the case of Being, such as model and 
image, also in the case of the One and of the apparition of all things 
which exist from it. For even as we term it itself the One, attaching to 
it the most divine of names, since we see nothing among beings more 
venerable nor morc holy than this, so we characterise the procession of 
all things from it by the term of ‘‘likencss,” since we have no more ap- 
propriate term than this to attach to the notion of procession. 

And since, as we said, even if one were to say that the others are like 
the Onc in so far as cach participates in some one, it does not follow by 
this token that it is also like the others; for not even in the case of the 
Forms do we agree that what are like the Forms are like what are like 


§7 Ararropdpuos; cf. Or. Chald. 78 DP. Proclus uses the term also at In Alc, 68.12-13 
(West.). and In Crat. 33.14-15. It scems from this latter passage to have been an epithet 
of the class of ivyyss in Chaldaean theology. No doubt the term is derived from 
Saropdpeiov of Plato Symp. 202c. 

Cf. ET, prop. 29: “‘All procession is accomplished through a likeness of the second- 
ary to the primary.” 
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themselves (indeed this is one of the problems which Parmenides 
raises), but rather are likc to models; so also when we postulate that 
those things which partake in the One are like the One, we will not de- 
clare in return that it is also like what participates in it, but if one may 
properly so say, it is like a model to them; for clements of unity (?)® in 
these are gifts and as it were images of the One. 

If certain authorities called the One an “Idea” on the head of this, 
they were not far wrong, only provided they spoke of it with caution 
and were not by means of the use of the terms “‘idca”’ and ‘‘model” 
either to make it a multiplicity or to count it in with the Forms, but call 
it an idea only by analogy, even as Socrates called the Good the Idea of 
the Good, since it bore that relation to all beings which each of the in- 
telligible Forms bears to its own chain which derives its existence from 
it and relates to it. 

And indeed one may gather from the definition of “like” the solution 
to the problem; for he defined “like” to be that which has the character 
of same, and the One has no character cither of same or not same, but 
is One itself alone. Those things which participate in it have the same 
characteristic as each other of participation in the One, so that they are 
like each other in virtue of each other, but are not like to the Once, be- 
cause it does not have oneness as a characteristic, but is Oneness itself. 
So it is very far from true that the One is like the others, seeing that it 
is not even the case that the others according to this definition are like 
the One, since they do not experiencc in any way the characteristic of 
likeness, in so far as that is restricted to things which expcrience some 
characteristic the samc, to the extent to which they experience it. For 
something is not said to be like another thing if it experiences that to 
which it is like, but rather if it experiences thc same as that other, so that 
both should have the same experience. 

Enough, then, has been said by us in reply to this problem. Let us 
now pass on to the next passage of Plato. 


“Further, the One, being such as we have described, will not be either 
equal or unequal either to itself or to another.”’ “How is that?’’ (140b) 


After the assimilative order of gods which is solely supra-cosmic, the 
theologians see fit to rank that order which is particularly called the 
“detached,” the characteristic of which is, as they maintain, to be 
both transcendent over things in the cosmos and to be in communion 


* A lacuna in both Latin and Greek MSS. Something like this must be the meaning. 
Possibly read ra yap &(rX&) &v rovrors A hapecrzex)? 
% The drédvrot Yeoi, identified particularly with the gods of the Phaedrus myth (c.g. 
e Tim. 1, 18.8), It is a slight embarrassment for Syrianus” scheme that they are omitted 
ere, 
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with them and to be placed immediately superior to the cosmic gods; 
for which reason they declare that they have been allotted the median 
position between those gods which are solely supra-cosmic and those 
in the cosmos. This absolute order, then, he will present in the Second 
Hypothesis (148dff.), and he will there say what the characteristic of it 
is and that this order can “‘touch and not touch” (Parm. 149d6) because 
it is in a way both encosmic and supra-cosmic, being a causc of coales- 
cence for the encosmic gods properly so-called and also leading forth 
into multiplicity the unity of the whole assimilative and solely supra- 
cosmic chain. 

There, then, as I said, he will present this order also. Here, however, 
he has passed it over and has gone on to those gods which are only in 
the cosmos”! the reason for this we shall learn more accurately in that 
place; for there, if it is the gods’ will, we shall make the acquaintance of 
their whole order; but in order that we may not be astonished at that 
place, we have given some advance indication here also, and at the 
same time in order that we may turn the lovers of truth to the search 
for the cause of this. He has, then, gone on to deal with the encosmic 
gods, the characteristic of which is the equal and unequal, the one epi- 
thet indicating their fullness and the fact that they do not admit of any 
addition or subtraction (for such is the equal, always preserving the 
same limit of itself), the other epithet alluding to the multiplicity of 
their powers and the superiority and inferiority inhcrent in them; for in 
the casc of these we find most of all divisions and variations of powers 
and differences in degrees of processions and analogies and the bonds 
that arise by reason of these, from which, indeed, Timaeus has derived 
the existence of the souls dependent upon them (Tim. 41c), all of which 
derive their origin from cquality. 

But all these things will become more obvious to us in what follows 
if indecd it is clear, as we have just said on the basis of the passage of the 
Timaeus, that souls, prior to bodies, are also established through anal- 
ogy, and that their causes must preexist in the gods established imme- 
diately above them. So then it is reasonable that their characteristics 
should be the equal and the unequal. 

He now produces the proofs relative to the negations of equal and 
unequal on the grounds of both Sameness and the Many, but not of the 
like and unlike, although these have been dealt with, correctly, imme- 
diately before; for the totality of the encosmic gods procecds from the 
demiurgic monad and the primal multiplicity, which are the first 


7” Similarly, at PT Il, 12, p. 70.27{F. S-W, Proclus passes straight from the drrepxdapuot 
to the éyxdajzi0r dei, since there too he is following the Parmenides closely. 

22 Cf. also In Tim. Il, 225.136. Diehl, a comment on Tit. 41 be, and on ivagour” & 
in particular. 
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things he denied of the One; in what way this is true will become clear 
to us as we proceed. In any case, we must absolutely accept this much, 
that the causes from which the proofs derive are the dominant causes 
of those entities which the discussion is about, so that also the equal and 
the unequal, in so far as they derive from the One and through Same- 
ness and the Many, are in the same measure denied through these 
things of the One; for which reason, indeed, he begins his exposition 
here, “being such as we have described”—not such as we have just now 
described, but such as was previously shown to be completely non-re- 
ceptive of the same and the other and to be free from multiplicity. 
Being of this nature, then, it is ‘neither equal nor uncqual either to it- 
self or to others”’; for once again these conclusions also are double, even 
as were those about the like and the unlike and the same and the other. 
And if this is so, and if it is demonstrated that it is from the same and 
the other that it is neither equal nor unequal, it is reasonable that the 
same and the other should be beyond the like and the unlike, because 
they are not truc of these alone but also of the cqual and unequal, and 
in the same way are more universal than like and the unlike; for they 
apply also to equal and unequal; for that which is participated in by 
more entities is more universal. 

So much, then, for the order of the propositions. It is plain also that 
these two characteristics are dependent on the double column of divine 
epithets; for the equal stretches back to the like and the same and the in- 
another and the round and the whole, while the unequal goes back to 
the unlike and the other and the in-itself and the straight and that which 
has parts, and again of these the one set goes back to Limit, and the 
other to the Unlimited. And indeed it seems to me that it is for this rea- 
son also that he carries the discourse on through a series of antitheses, 
in order that he may show that the One is beyond all antithesis, being 
ranked with nothing, but being entirely transcendent over cach pair of 
opposites in the whole series. For again, as we have often said, if it is to 
be,the worse of any pair, that is unreasonable; for nothing that is better 
is cause of the worse, but although it may have some communication 
with it, it will not be its cause in the proper sense; for neither does 
Sameness produce Otherness nor Rest, Motion, nor in general is it a 
case of producer and produced, but rather a kind of encompassing and 
unity stretches out from the better to the worse. 


“If it is equal, it will have the same number of measures as anything to 
which it is equal.” “Yes.” “If greater or less, it will have more or fewer 
measures than things, less or greater than itself, which are commensurate 
with it.” “Yes.” “Or, if they ave incommensurate with it, it will have 
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had smaller measures in the one case, and greater in the other.” “Inevi- 
tably.”’ (140bc) 


That the equal and the uncqual which I have dealt with here are not 
to be taken as simply the physical, nor yet the mathematical, nor that 
which is established in the reason-principles of the soul, nor even the 
intellectual form itself, has been stated by us previously; for all these 
levels of being have only a partial hold on divine reality and are un- 
worthy of an hypothesis which concerns the One. For what would be 
so impressive, as has already been said, about the One being superior 
to one intellectual form—never mind the others? No, as we have said, 
equality and incquality are to be taken as penetrating throughout the 
whole of divinity in the cosmos, even if the proofs also suit physical 
equals and mathematic equals and those in reason-principles of soul 
and those in the intellectual forms. For one must begin one’s proofs 
from the top down through all levels, and extend them through all sec- 
ondary beings, in order that thc One may be shown to be transcendent 
over all divinities, over the intellectual realm, the psychic realm, and 
the mathematical and physical forms. 

So all such axioms as are now stated about equals and unequals are to 
be accommodated to this order of gods; for since there arc in this order 
also a multiplicity of potencies, some coordinate with each other and 
tending towards the same end and good, others differing in respect of 
superiority and inferiority, we must say that the former class are char- 
acterised by equality (for the good is the measure of each of them; and 
those things which are united to the same good are measured according 
to the same measure and are cqual to each other), while those which are 
non-coordinate with each other we must postulate as performing their 
procession according to inequality, since we say that some of them are 
superior and others inferior. But since even of those that are unequal 
some are commensurate and others incommensurate, it is plain that we 
must fit these concepts into the divine realm, commensurability being 
taken as referring to those cases in which the secondary entities are 
mixed with those prior to them and participate in the whole of what is 
supcrior to them (for in this way also, in entities that are commensu- 
rate, the lesser desires to have a common measure with the greater, the 
same unit of measurement being applied to either of them as a whole); 
whereas incommensurability applies in those cases where the lesser en- 
titics, by reason of the transcendent superiority of the greater, partici- 
pate in them up to a point, but are unable to be joined to them as a 
whole because of their own inadequacy. For in the case of partial causes 
which are at many removes from the primal, communion with them is 
incommensurate and so is the striving upwards for them towards the 
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same intelligible good, and it would scem, if these things are symbols 
of the encosmic gods, I mean the equal and the unequal, that it is rea- 
sonable that this “commensurate” and “incommensurate” should ap- 
pear at this point. For among incorporeal and immaterial entities such 
an antithesis can have no place, since everything there is rationally re- 
lated and has its basis in pure forms; but where there is also a material 
substratum and a mixture of form and a formless clement, then it is rea- 
sonable that there should also be an antithesis of commensurability and 
incommensurability between those things which the encosmic gods 
maintain directly—souls and bodies, Form and Matter. It is reasonable, 
then, that commensurability and incommensurability should arise at 
this point, in connection with the distinction of incquality; and this is 
the reason why the argument which raises the difficulty made mention 
of these. 

We will consider these matters, however, at more length latcr on; for 
the moment let us assert that he follows the methods of geometry in 
assuming prior to the proofs definitions of the equal, the commensu- 
rate, and the incommensurate; equal he states to be ‘that which is 
measured by the same measures,’’ commensurate “that which is meas- 
ured by the same measure—if it is greater, more times than less, if it is 
less, less times than the greater’; and the incommensurate is “that 
which is divided into parts which are equal numerically, but are une- 
qual in size““—in the case that itis smaller, obviously into smaller parts, 
if it is bigger, obviously into bigger, and the smaller will be made up of 
smaller measures numerically equal, and the greater of greater. For if 
you take the side and the diagonal and you divide each in half, it is ob- 
vious that the one will have each of its halves larger and the other 
smaller. So, since in the case of both things commensurate and things 
incommensurate there is a comparison cqually of larger and smaller, in 
the one case the measures being cqual, but multiplied either more or 
less times, in the other case the division being made into equal parts but 
either into larger or smaller parts in point of size, in the onc case the 
distinction is in terms of number, in the other casc in terms of parts:in- 
commensurate in size. So, then, having established in advance these 
definitions, he next brings on the proofs, by means of which he shows 
first of all that the Onc is not equal cither to itself or to another, and 
then that it is in curn not unequal either to itself or to another. His 
words are as follows: 


“Now a thing which does not partake in sameness cannot have the same 
number of measures or of anything else.’’ “It cannot.’’ “Therefore the 
One, not having the same number of measures, cannot be equal to itself or 
10 another.” “Tt would seem not, at any rate.” (140c) 
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The syllogism which he has constructed about the equal which re- 
moves it from the Onc is of the following sort: the One partakcs of 
nothing same; the equal partakes to some extent of the same in virtue 
of the power of measure; thc One, therefore, is inno way equal because 
neither is it the same. “Same,” after all, is uscd in many senses; for it is 
possible to have sameness in respect of form and subject matter and 
some measure or other and time and place; for it is possible for things 
to be the same as each other both in measure and in time and in form 
and in number and in many other respects, through all of which the 
power of samencss extends. The equal, then, as being secondary to 
sameness, takes its generation from the One in virtue of it; the One, on 
the other hand, being beyond sameness, is obviously far more tran- 
scendent over equality, seeing that, if something were a magnitude, 
but not of the same type as that with which it is compared, that other 
thing could never be described as cither equal or unequal; for these re- 
lationships are only possible in the case of things of like form. Who, 
after all, would consider a line and a surface to be equal and unequal to 
one another, or a plane and a solid? For these things have no ratio com- 
mon between them, and Aristotle, in his discussion of motion (Phys. 
VII, 4), is right to lay down that motions of like kind are commensu- 
rable, while those of unlike kind are not, as for example growth and 
change or gencration and spatial motion. The One, therefore, being in- 
commensurable with any of those things which come into being after 
it and derive their existence from it, cannot be either equal or unequal 
to them, nor yet to itself, since it has an existence which is unitary and 
superior, and has no necd of equality; in which respect it is plain that 
the One is not so called as being a quantity such that it would be recep- 
tive of equality, but only because its simplicity and partlessness can 
only be signified in this way; for it is through wishing to indicate its 
transcendence over all other things that we term it “‘one,”’ not as being 
of the same rank as things multiple nor as placing it as one of the mo- 
nads in numbers, but signifying that it is an essence having nothing in 
common with everything else, only by participation in which will one 
attain any inkling of how it is onc. 

It has been shown, then, thus far that it is in no way receptive of 
equality becausc it does not tolerate sameness, either in respect of time 
or of number or in any other mode, as being totally non-receptive of 
sameness. 


“On the other hand, if it had more or fewer measures, it would have as 
many parts as measures; and thus, once more, it would no longer be one, 
but as many as its measures.” “Correct.” ‘And if it were of one measure 
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it would be equal to that measure; but this we saw to be impossible, that it 
should be equal to anything.” “We did indeed.” (140c) 


A second syllogism, removing inequality absolutely from the One, 
is produced here on top of the preccding in the following form: the 
One is not receptive of a multiplicity of measures or parts; but cvery- 
thing that is unequal is receptive of a multiplicity of parts; the One 
therefore is not unequal. For whether the unequal is made up of a 
greater or lesser number of measurcs, it has at all events a multiplicity 
of measures; but we have removed all multiplicity from the Onc, both 
the lesser and the greater; therefore the unequal is inferior to the primal 
multiplicity and comes into existence in virtue of it, but it partakes also 
of the causal principle of unity; for, as has often been said, negation is 
the origin of assertion. 

By thesc means, then, he has shown that the One also transcends in- 
equality. But since someonc might raise the problem, “But perhaps it 
will not be either of lesser or of more measures, but of one measure, in 
order that we may not leave a multiplicity in the One and so let it be 
itself its own measure”—to counter this objection he has added the fur- 
ther qualification, that if someone were to postulate that the One was 
of this sort, it will be equal to something inevitably, to wit, its own 
measure; and if the equal and the Onc are not the same because the lat- 
ter is absolute while the former is relative, it is obvious that in being 
equal the One will also be not one because the equal is not one; for 
whatever is added to it removes oneness from it, since the truly One 
rejects the addition of anything else, by the addition of which it will no 
longer be onc alone, but one with something else, nor the One itself, 
but rather some particular one, since it will appear with the addition. 
Therefore, since it is equal it will not be onc, and this will be so whether 
itis measured by some other onc or by itself. But it has been shown that 
the One is equal to nothing; so then, the Onc will neither have one 
measure nor many; for ifit were the measure of itself, (this would pro- 
duce a distinction within it, and it will not, therefore, be) inexpressi- 
ble,” being both a measurc of itself and measurcd by itself, and it will 
not be one in the true sense, but of dual nature. 

It is this that has persuaded us to deny also thatit is in itself, for which 
teason it is plain that the epithct of ‘‘absolute’’ is to be granted to the 
One, but not the designation “‘rclative to itself,” in order that we may 
not take it as being doubled and bring it about that the One has some 
characteristic but is not Essentially One. If, on the other hand, it is the 
measure of what is below it, it will be ranked together with the things 


3 : lacuna here, with which the Latin is no help. | give the approximate meaning re- 
quired. 
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measured and will be among them, measuring them also by itself as the 
monad in numbers measures number; but it must exist as transcendent 
over all things; and it must be a part of nothing, lest it be less perfect 
than the other things of which it is a part; for every part is incomplete. 
If, then, it were to be the measure of things measured as a part, it will 
be less complete than other things—the One is not, after all, “beyond” 
those things of which it is a measure; while if it is some part of other 
things, it will be a one and not the One itself, for its distinctness in re- 
spect of the other parts will make it a one; for each of those, being a 
part, is inevitably a particular one. : 

If, then, the One Itself is not even a whole, in order that it may not 
possess oneness as a characteristic, as he has shown in the Sophist 
(244e), far more so will ic not be a part, lest it be also incomplete, on 
top of having the One as a characteristic. From this it is clear that the 
One Itself is not any one of the Forms, for every Form is a part of the 
totality of Intellect, but the One is transcendent over both thc whole 
intelligible realm and over all the Forms in it, which are parts of it. 

How, then, can it be called the measure of all things? Surely in that it 
provides measures for all things; for it is given the title of ‘‘one’”’ for this 
reason also, as being thc cause for everything of unity and coherence, 
since in itself it is none of thesc things. And how would it be a measure, 
since it is beyond all limit and boundary and unity? Every measure, 
after all, is the limit and boundary of what it measures. So when Plato 
in the Laws (IV, 716c) says that the divine is the measure of all things, 
and far more so than man, as one of his predecessors dares to declare 
(sc. Protagoras), one must understand in what sense he says that it is a 
measure, if he is making his statement about that which is beyond all 
things, and we must realise that he is using itin the sensc of apportion- 
ing to all beings both their being and their well-being, being the prior 
cause of the measures in each of them. Certainly Socrates shows this in 
the Philebus (66a4-c10) in the enumeration of goods of this kind,™ 
when he placcs measure among the goods which are primally partici- 
pated in and not yet of the nature of Limit, even as he has placed the 
appropriate and the measured (66a), and in saying that in connection 
with these we find the primary Good, but not that which is beyond all 
things which are said to be in any way mixed or of the nature of limit 
or the unlimited; so that if one werc to venture to say that it was a meas- 
ure, it must be taken as being a measure in the sense of an object of 
striving for all things, but not as being coordinate with what is meas- 


74 Cf, Damascius’ account of Syrianus’ exegesis of this passage of the Philebus at In 
Phil. 253-254, p. 119 Westerink. 
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ured by it; and being such as this, it will not be even unequal to those 
things with which it is unconnected. 


“Therefore, since it partakes neither in one measure nor in many nor in 

few, nor does it partake in sameness at all, it appears that it can never be 
equal to itself or to another, nor yet greater or less than itself or another.” 
“Absolutely so.” (140d) 


We may note herc how in the conclusion he goes back in order from 
what has becn demonstrated immediately before, through the middle 
demonstrations to the beginning of the propositions; for he says, 
“since the One partakes neither in one mcasure,” this being thc last of 
the propositions previously proved; “nor in many, nor in few,” and 
these were what we demonstrated in the middle; ‘‘nor does it partici- 
pate in sameness at all,”’ this being what was stated first of all. He shows 
nevertheless that the One is in no way equal, and then after that the ac- 
tual proposition that it is neither equal nor unequal. And he has divided 
the unequal in the conclusion, describing it as “greater and less,” which 
he called by one common name in the proposition under the term “‘un- 
equal,” demonstrating to us in this order of being also that the class of 
the encosmic gods, to which this terminology of equal and unequal is 
proper, in its upper extremity and at its summits is unified, while at its 
lower extent and in its processive aspect is divided, and in proceeding 
to the most individualiscd levels it goes from the same measures to the 
many and the few; at which point the unmeasured, being overcome by 
equality, turns back’> and reverts to its beginning; for all inequality 
among them is dominated in every aspect by equality. 

The One has been shown, then, to be beyond all the encosmic gods, 
seeing that the equal and the unequal are properties of these. In what 
way we say that this antithesis is proper to this order of beings we will 
find out in what follows, by following the statements of Plato; let us 
now gather from what has been said this much, that one must not talk 
of the One either in terms of unity, nor in terms of partlessness, nor in 
terms of having the relation of cause to those things following upon it, 
nor as being greater nor smaller nor equal; for these qualities only have 
place in things which are subject to comparison. Such comparison is 
doubtful enough in those things in which there is some same element 
which is receptive of tension and relaxation; but where there is no same 
element, how is it possible to talk of it in terms of comparison or anal- 
ogy: Nor is it proper to apply to it the superlative forms of all other 
epithets, as some are accustomed to do, wishing to communicate 
something more about it than is done by mcans of negations, celebrat- 


3 Reading avaxéparet for dvanchunrer, (West.). 
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ing it as most stable of all things and most endowed with energy; for it 
is superior even to such supcrlatives, being non-receptive of all those 
qualities on the basis of which such superlatives are inevitably formed; 
for there is no way in which one can describe that which is in no way 
white as being supcrlatively white, and that which is no way black as 
superlatively black; for superlatives are secondary to simple participa- 
tions in a quality. 


“Well then, can it be held that the One can be older or younger than any- 
thing, or as the same age as anything?” “Why not?” (140c) 


The discourse has now proceeded as far as the gods in the cosmos, 
always removing in turn the next layer of characteristics from the One 
through the intermcediacy of the classes in between; rather, to express 
myself more clearly, producing at each stage secondary entities 
through those which are nearer to the One from the transcendent cause 
of all things. He is now going to go on to separate off divine being it- 
self, that which primally partakes in the gods and receives their proces- 
sion into the cosmos, from the One, or rather produce this also from 
the so-to-say ‘‘unspcakable fount of all beings,” through which all 
things divine partake in this characteristic, both those which are pri- 
mally divine and those which are divinised from these. For even as 
everything which has any sort of being is produced from the monad of 
beings, both real Being and that which is assimilated to it, while not 
enjoying being in itself but through its communion with real Being re- 
ceiving some dim impression of being in the same way also from the 
single henad of all divinity, the characteristic of which, if 1 may make 
so bold as to say, is to divinise all things according to a certain tran- 
scendent and unutterable superiority, there is produced both the total- 
ity of divine number, in virtue of which is the being, or rather pre- 
being, of the gods and of the whole divinised order of being. 

The aim of this argument, as we have said, is to declare thc One to 
be transcendent over this level of Being as well; and I would like those 
to pay attention who have declared the first principle to be Soul or any- 
thing clse of this sort, how Parmenides nullifies their hypothesis, 
showing that the One is non-receptive of Time, while that which is 
non-receptive of Time cannot be Soul; for all soul partakes in time and 
uses periods measured by time. The One, indeed, is superior to and be- 
yond Intellect because all Intellect both moves and is at rest, whereas 
the One has been shown to be neither in motion nor at rest; and it is 


% For the term mpoeivau, cf. ET, props. 116 and 122 (102.16 and 108.9 Dodds)—not 
a Plotinian usage in this sense. It first appears (in Ncoplatonism) in Iamblichus, Myst. 
VILL, 2 (npootctns, 16 mpodvrws Sv), perhaps borrowed by him from the Hermetic tradi- 
tion (Stobaeus Exc. XXI, 1). 
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superior to Soul because all Soul partakes in time, and the One will be 
shown now not to partake in time; but Intellect also is different from 
Soul for the same reasons, being pure from all temporal activity, so that 
by means of these distinctions we arc able to discern and recognise the 
three ruling hypostases.”” 

That the One is entirely non-participatory in Time he shows by 
demonstrating first that it is neither younger nor older nor of the same 
age as either itself or anything clse; for everything which partakes in 
Time must partake in these things, so that, if the One is shown to be 
free from these which are characteristic marks of all things which par- 
take in Time, it will have been shown that it docs not partake in Time. 
This view has seemed incredible to many, and especially to those phys- 
ical philosophers before him who considered that all things were com- 
prehended by Time and ifanything is eternal, then it was time that was 
without limit, and that nothing of all things was not measured by time; 
for even as they thought that all things were in space, thinking all 
things to be body and nothing to be immaterial, so they thought all 
things were in time also, inasmuch as they were moved, and nothing 
was unmoved; for the idea of bodies brought with it that of space, and 
motion that of time; therefore even as the One has been shown not to 
be in time either by means of the present postulates, and for this reason 
itis neither soul nor anything else of those things that have need of time 
and partake in time either in their essence or in their activity, so 
through all these propositions it is demonstrated that the Onc is neither 
body nor soul nor intellect, the first because it is not in another thing, 
the second because it. docs not partake in time, the third because it does 
not experience motion or rest. 

All these doctrines are normally propounded by the majority of 
commentators about the One, and considering it the First Principle, 
they say that it is not body, as the Stoics maintained, nor incorporeal 
soul, as Anaxagoras claimed, nor motionless intellect, as Aristotle said 
later; by this, they claim, the philosophy of Plato is superior to the 
others, in that it rises up to the causal principle above Intellect. 

At any rate, this being his thesis, by way of indicating to us the 
procession of the argument towards multiplicity, he is not content to 
Test in the same way as he had in his previous statements with a duality, 
but has enumerated the characteristics of this level of being as a triad, 
that is, “the older,” “the younger,” and “that which has the same age,” 
although here too he could have presented it as a duality, in the form of 
“of equal age” and “of unequal age,” even as above he had distin- 
guished between equal and unequal; but there he placed a dyad first, 


~ Areference, perhaps, to Plotinus’ tractate of that title (Enn. V, 1). 
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and then went on from the division of the unequal into a triad, while 
here he has actually taken his start from a triad; for there unity was 
dominant over multiplicity and the whole over the part, while at this 
level of being both multiplicity and division into parts is the most 
prominent aspect, as Timaeus says (Tim. 35a), and it is this that Par- 
menides is imitating herc when he begins from a triad and proceeds to 
a hexad; for the notions of older and younger and equality of age are 
doubled by being distinguished into “in relation to itself”? and “to 
others.” And it is obvious enough how the triad and the hexad are 
proper to this order of being; for its triple nature arises from Being and 
Sameness and Otherness; and its triple power made up of the charioteer 
and horses shows its affinity to the triad, while its having an essence 
which is even-and-odd, woven togethcr from both, demonstrates its 
natural connection to the hexad.® 

So much, then, is easy enough to grasp. But perhaps it is suitable to 
raise at this point first of all the question as to what, after all, this 
“time”’ can be, which he declares that this order of beings partakes in, 
and from which he exempts the first principle itself. For this is no small 
problem, but, as it is generally agreed, it is difficult to indicate its char- 
acteristic nature; and this is shown by the explanations of commenta- 
tors before us and their disputes with one another; for the majority of 
those who have exercised themselves with this problem have con- 
cluded that Plato is here referring to the obvious and generally known 
sort of time, since he clearly states that coming to be is proper to those 
things that participate in time (Parm. 141a).” But one must ask these 
where would be the honour or wondrousness of the One being shown 
to be superior to this sort of time, sceing that souls are superior to it— 
that is, the time which measures the motions of sensible things, since 
they are prior to bodies—and how then, further, is it that this time is in 
the Second Hypothesis asserted of real being, as they themselves ad- 
mit, and that although intellectual being does not admit of such time; 
for he says at the same time that that is to be attributed to Being and 
also the agreed-upon sense of time; for “was” and “‘will be’’ are parts 
of time, and, as Timaeus himself asserts (Tim. 37e), these categories 
have nothing to do with real beings. 

Another group of commentators,® having regard to this difficulty, 
and taking the statement in the Second Hypothesis that the One partic- 
ipates in time (Parm. 152a) as referring to nothing other than the much- 


* Six is the first “even-odd” number, being divisible both by two and by three. 

® At Enn. VI, 9.3.42, Plotinus declares the One to be exempt from Time without 
sptcification, so he may be among those referred to here. 

© Tdentity unclear, if the following two commentators are to be taken as Porphyry and 
lamblichus. Perhaps Amelius? 
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celebrated Eternity, have concluded that the expression “time” should 
be referred to this, in order that, we may assume, Plato, along with his 
general tendency to refer to things in hidden ways, should be hete se- 
cretly indicating eternity through the mention of time. It will not be 
difficult to counter this school of thought by contrasting with it the ter- 
minology of Plato, which declares that everything which partakes in 
time comes to be and has come to be, both of which expressions Ti- 
maeus bids us not to transfer to real being and the eternal class of 
things. 

Other commentators, again,®! have seen fit to make a distinction, 
and call the primal God “‘Occasion’”’ (kairos), the second “Eternity,” 
and leave to the third here the appellation of “Time,”’ in order, for- 
sooth, that the One may be preserved beyond both time and eternity. 
Now their situation is attended by certain particular problems over and 
above what they necessarily inherit from their predecessors. For the ad- 
dition of the doctrine that the One is infinite would not remove from 
them the ignorance that surrounds this sort of time, along with the fact 
that Plato, as we learn in the Philebus (66a), does not leave Occasion and 
Measure as characteristics of the first principle, but rather as character- 
istics of that which primally participates in it, even if the Pythagoreans 
saw fit to denominate the first principle of all as “Occasion” for some 
reason or other. For cven if one were to assent to this, it would be im- 
possible to link together Time and Occasion, especially if one is going 
to place Eternity between the two of them, and still to maintain that the 
One docs not partake in Time because it is Occasion; this, after all, 
would be more appropriate to maintain about what is eternal and can 
be truly said about Eternity, whereas in the case of the One, one must 
say that it is neither Eternity nor eternal. 

Others again,” hold that it is not Eternity either that is being referred 
to, nor are they inclined to identify it with time in its generally agreed 
sense, but rather seek to establish some intermediate naturc and are of 


8! Presumably Porphyry. Proclus reports (PT I, 11, p. 51.4ff. S-W) that in his wepi 
&pxov, Porphyry declares the highest aspect of Nous (which is, for him, the Supreme 
Principle) to be mpoatdmos, while Nous itself is aiavos. The denomination of the Su- 
preme Principle as Kaupds is interesting, as being attested only by Proclus, here and at In 
Alc. 121 (though the Pythagoreans are reported as attaching the cpithet to the number 
seven). However, a Platonist could derive stimulus from such passages as Laws IV, 709b 
and Pol, 284e—Plotinus, at least, took inspiration from the latter (Enn. VI, 9.18.44). As 
for the Philebus passages, we learn from Damascius (see n. 74 above) that Syrianus took 
the three elements, not as constituents of the Good, but as primary participants in it. 

® Presumably lamblichus. There is a useful collection of texts on lamblichus’ theory 
of Time in Sambursky and Pines, The Concept of Time in Late Neoplatonism, Pp- 26-46, 
mainly from his Commentary on the Categories (ap. Simplicius). Iamblichus had a concept 
of “primary and unparticipated Time” (Simpl. In Phys. 792.20ff.), which seems to be 
that referred to here. See also lambl. In Tim. fr. 63 Dillon, and note ad loc. 
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the opinion that the “time” alluded to here is the causal principle of the 
intellectual order, whatever that is; the expression “‘older”’ indicates su~ 
petiority in essence, the expression “younger,” inferiority, and that 
which is established at the same level of being is indicated by the 
expression ‘having the same age,”” but not even these authorities make 
clear what is the causal principle of this order, nor how Plato uses the 
expressions ‘“‘come to be”’ and “‘have come to be” (141c) about things 
which are free of all generation, but differ merely in order. 

It is after all better, then, in this case also to call attention to the teach- 
ing of our master (sc. Syrianus), to the effect that the text here concerns 
divine souls; for these are divinised by participating eternally in the 
gods, and it is to these that the most primal time properly refers, not 
that which has proceeded into the visible rcalm, but that which is ab- 
solute and non-rclative, according to which are measured all the cir- 
cuits of souls, and their dances and encirclings around the intelligible. 
For it takes its beginning from above, imitating that eternity which 
comprehends all things and holds together all motion, whether it be 
psychic or vital or however it be said to arise, and it unfolds it and 
brings it to completion, and it is itself in essence an intellect, while act- 
ing as cause for divine souls of their “‘dance,”’ and of their infinite mo- 
tion around the intelligible, and by means of which there also arises that 
in them which is “older” and “‘younger”’ and “of the same age.” And 
all these terms can be taken in two senses, for ‘‘older’’ in them can be 
understood in relation to themselves, in so far as by virtue of their su- 
perior powers they get more benefit from the infinity of time and take 
a larger share of it; for they arc not filled with the same degree of com- 
pleteness from the orders more divine than themselves in respect of all 
their powers, but more in virtue of some and less in virtue of others, 
and that which partakes of more time we call “‘older’’; and in relation 
to other things, inasmuch as some of them accept the whole measure- 
ment of time and the whole extension of it which proceeds into souls, 
while others are measured by its more particular circuits. Those, then, 
are ‘‘older,”’ the circuit of which is more gencral and extended over 
more time. 

And indeed the expression “younger” has a similar range of mean- 
ings; in relation to itself, it is such as to participate less in time than 
powers inferior to it; for being younger than itself, in its relation to 
what is above it, it is as it were grown ancient by extending itself in 
parallel to the whole power of time; while in relation to what is below 
it, itis still youthful by reason of its more partial enjoyment of time. In 
relation to other things, the term has reference to the declination of its 
activity, for that which has its circuit measured by a lesser circumfer- 
ence is “‘younger”’ than that which has it through a larger one. 
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As for the concept of being ‘“‘like in age,” both in relation to itself and 
to other things, it is plain how one should relate it to things at the same 
level, which enjoy the same method of participation and the same 
measure of perfection. Every divine soul, after all, even if its circuit is 
measured according to a different time from that of its dependent 
body, yet has the same period of return, and this is always measured by 
its own time, while that of the body is measured according to the time 
proper to it; for which reason in turn it is of cqual age both to itself and 
analogously to the body also. 

We will not then be forced to resort to the normal sense of time 
merely because of the mention of coming to be and having come to be; 
for these also are to be found in the circuits of divine souls; nor on the 
other hand will we have to resort to identifying it with eternity, be- 
cause the Second Hypothesis asserts time of the One; for we declare 
that there we find set out in order the procession of Being right from 
the intelligible monads through the intellectual and supracosmic and 
encosmic orders down to an encounter with divinised incorporeal 
being. 

We are following here the doctrine of Plato, who both declared in the 
Timaeus (36e) that time is the measure for all things of transitive life, 
and that Soul is the first principle of divine life and intelligent living for 
the whole of time; and who has declared in the Phaedrus (247d) that the 
souls behold Being because they view things in time, not in eternity. 
And there will be no need for us to understand the expressions 
“younger” and “older”’ and ‘‘of the same age” as referring to order of 
being and the difference between the cause and the caused, nor will we 
need to enquire what is the cause of that order,® but we can take such 
expressions in their natural sense as referring to measures of time, 
greater and less and equal to others, as the case may be. 


“fit is of the same age with itself or another it will partake in equality of 
time and likeness; and we have said that the One does not partake of either 
likeness or equality.” ‘We did indeed.” (140e) 


Even as in the case of the other sets of antitheses before this he first 
demonstrated that the One was not like anything, next that it was not 
unlike, and in turn that it was not equal, and then that it was not unc- 
qual, so in the case of these propositions also he first shows that the 
One is not of like age with anything, and then in turn that it is neither 
older nor younger either than itself or anything else. For the One must 
be shown to be beyond also the whole divine Soul which is prior to all 
other souls, even as it has been shown to be prior to all real beings and 


® A ceference back to the doctrine of lamblichus(), 1217. 2 above. 
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the cause of all of them; and for this reason we should not demand that 
it encompass the causes of all things and that it should be for this reason 
a multiplicity; for every causal principle is cause of some particular 
property, as for instance Essential Living Being is cause only of the ex- 
istence of living beings, and each of the intelligible principles likewise. 

The One, then, is causal principle of henads and of unity to all 
things, and all things derive from that source, as being cither henads 
themselves or deriving from some henads; for Being itsclf, and in gen- 
eral every entity, is either one or deriving from units of some sort; for 
if it is unified, then it plainly consists of some units; and if these are he- 
nads, then the conclusion is obvious. Ifthey themselves are unified, then 
in turn onc must go back to those things from which they derive, and 
one must either be involved in an infinite regress, or come to rest with 
some henads, from which as elements the unified entity derives. From 
all of which one may gather that all things are cither henads (units) or 
numbers; for that which is not a unit, but is unified, if it derives from 
some limited amount of henads, is a number, and this would be a pri- 
mary number as deriving its existence from indivisibles; for each henad 
is indivisible; the other is a number of beings and is made up of beings 
and not from indivisibles, so that if something is the cause of beings, it 
is very reasonable that it is not the cause of all things, while if some- 
thing is the cause of the henads from which all things derive, it is rea- 
sonable that it should be the cause of all things; for nothing exists which 
is not either a henad or composed of henads. Onc should not, then, say 
that the causes of all things are in the One, or otherwise, only in the 
sense that one may consider the Onc the cause of all things as being the 
cause of henads, seeing that all things derive thcir existence from these. 

Since, then, it is the cause of the divine Soul also, inasmuch as the 
essence of this as of all beings is derived from henads, it is reasonable 
that it should be demonstrated to be beyond this also; for divine souls, 
inasmuch as they arc intellectual, have intellect as thcir causal principle, 
inasmuch as they are Being, and inasmuch as they are unitary, the One, 
deriving their substance from it, inasmuch as each of them is a multi- 
plicity of certain henads; these henads it has as elements, but each in- 
dividually also has a one as unifying its multiplicity, for which reason, 
indeed, each is what it is as a whole and not as a disorganised multiplic- 
ity. 

That the One is beyond these also, thercfore, is being demonstrated 
in the propositions above. All the proofs, we may note, from equality 
and inequality and from likeness and unlikeness (from which derive the 
categories ‘‘cqual in age”’ and “like in age,” and their opposites) pro- 
ceed from the causes of the divine Soul, both those which are genera- 
tive and those which divinise it on the immediate level, through which 
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as means they depend also on the primal gods and participate in the 
One itself. The expressions “equal” and “unequal” would be proper to 
the encosmic gods, from whom the divine souls in all cases derive their 
divinity; for it is through taking on divine Intellect that they are divine, 
as we learn in the Laws (X, 899b). The qualities of being like and unlike 
they derive from the assimilative gods, in which the souls participate 
primarily; for these are the primal images of beings, of which the souls 
being images, they takc their substance in all cases, so that it is reason- 
able that equality and inequality in age, and likeness and unlikeness in 
age, should derive their characteristics from equality and likeness. As 
to how it is demonstrated that the One is ncither older nor younger 
than itself or anything clsc we will consider a little later; we must now 
consider in what way it is not of equal age to itsclf or anything elsc. 

The One, then, he says, partakes of the equal and the like neither in 
relation to itself nor in relation to anything else; for both propositions 
have been proved. But everything that is of like age, whether it is such 
in relation to itsclf or to something else, partakes in equality and like- 
ness in relation to that with which it is of like age; the One, therefore, 
must be said to be of like age neither with itself nor with anything else 
of all existent things; for both things are required for sameness in age, 
both equality and likeness; for things which have an cqual time span, if 
they are not of like nature, would not be said to be of the same age. So 
a man of thirty years is not of equal age to a palm tree™ of thirty years; 
for there is nothing to prevent thc latter being already old, while the 
former is young, because the whole life span is not the same for both 
of them. And those things which arc like one another, if they have not 
lived foran equal time, would not be of the same age; for it is plain that 
an old man is like an old horse, but he is not of the same age; for, pre- 
sumably, equality of time does not producc sameness of age. One must 
therefore take both together, both the like and the equal, for something 
to be of the same age; whcrefore one thing is said to be of equal age, 
and another of like age, the one as a result of equality in the amount of 
time, the other from likeness in the sort of age level. 

Thus much on the physical level of exegesis. On a nobler level, one 
might say that divine Soul as a whole depends upon these two orders 
of being immediately, and through these is likened to the divine level, 
and is drawn up and divinised and partakes of the One in so far as it is 
divinised, needing the encosmic gods which divinise it, while in so far 
as it is likened, it has need of the supra-cosmic gods, whom we have 
stated to be the first to assimilate all things to beings. From there, then, 


1222 both equality and likeness go forth to those things which have the same 


*# Or, possibly, a phoenix, since dotvegé can mean cither. 
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age; for both orders generate Time, the one as being the first to illu- 
minate those things in this cosmos which partake in Time, the others 
inasmuch as things measured by Time are the first images, or rather, in 
as much as Time is the first image, as is also stated in the Timaeus (37d); 
for prior to those things which are measured by Time, Time itself is an 
image of Eternity, as Timaeus says. 


“And that it does not participate in unlikeness and inequality, this also we 
said.” “Indeed we did.” “How then will it, being such as it is, be able to 
be either older or younger than, or of the same age with, anything?” “In 
no way.”’ “Therefore the One cannot be younger or older than, or of the 
same age with, either itself or another.” “Tt would seem not.” (140e- 
141a) : 


The remaining propositions are indicated in the above passage, to 
the effect that the first principle is neither older nor younger than itself 
or than anything else. The proof is derived from the opposite of what 
has gone before, I mean unlikeness and inequality, being produced in 
some such manner as the following. 

The One is ncither unequal nor unlike itself or another, as has been 
demonstrated previously; but everything that is older than either itself 
or another is unequal in time unlike that than which it is younger or 
older; thercfore the One is neither younger nor older than either itself 
or another. For that which docs not partake of incquality in time and 
unlikeness is not prevented from being unequal and unlike in some 
other way. So inequality in time and unlikeness are not present in eternal 
things, but there is nevertheless another way, not according to time, in 
which they are present in their multiplicities and in their powers; but it 
is plain that that which is in no way receptive of the unequal and the 
unlike would not partake in inequality or unlikeness in time cither. Far 
more so, then, is the One transcendent over divine essence which op- 
crates according to time, by as much as it surpasses even those causes 
which are perfective of it; for it is to make this clear that he has added 
the phrase “‘being such as it is”; for how could that which is beyond 
likeness and unlikeness partake in those things which partake in like~ 
ness and unlikeness? And how would that which transcends equality 
and inequality be ranked with what partakes in a more partial manner 
of these? For that which is unequal and equal in time does not partici- 
pate in the whole power of the unequal and equal. 

So then, after bringing to a conclusion these last two propositions as 
well, that the One is neither older nor younger, he produces a common 
conclusion for this triad: that the One is neither older nor younger than 
itself nor anything else, nor is it the same age, bringing together the 
whole multiplicity into one common principle; and by adding the 
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phrase “neither than itself nor anything else” he has conveyed to us the 
division into six® and has shown the way of ascent through the triad to 
the divine dyad. Having previously revealed to us through the dyad all 
the divine orders, he has here produced through a triad the manifesta- 
tion of the divine soul, and we have said why. So then, that we may 
once again behold this also being produced dyadically, he has added in 
the conclusion the phrase ‘‘ncither to itself nor to another.” 


“Would it not be the case, then, that the One could not even be in time at 
all, ifit were such as I have described? Or is it not necessary that, if some- 
thing is in time, it must be always becoming older than itself?” “‘Neces- 
sarily.”’ (141a) 


After the triad which he has initially examined in connection with 
the divine soul, he wishes also to deny of the One all temporal partici- 
pation. The proof, then, is as follows: the One is neither older nor 
younger than, nor of equal age with, itself, as has been demonstrated 
previously; but everything which participates in time is simultaneously 
older and younger than, and of the same age as, itself; therefore the 
One does not participate in time. And indeed how could it, since it is 
transcendent over the whole of time and over eternity itself, participate 
in any particular periodic measurements of time? Indeed this is also 
worthy of investigation, why he has not shown that the first principle 
is beyond eternity, but only beyond time; for nothing prevents that 
which has its existence prior to all time being eternal. Perhaps the an- 
swer is that the argument will demonstrate this also as it proceeds, 
when it demonstrates that it is not even dependent on existence, and far 
more, when it shows that it is not even possessed of the unity which 
goes with existence; for everything eternal subsists in existence as well, 
if indeed the attribute of eternal existence is proper to things eternal. 
Here however, since he has made the beginning of his negations from 
the many, which are subsequent to the intelligible realm, and since 
eternity is actually in the intelligible realm,* it is reasonable that he 
should demonstrate that the One transcends what partakes in time and 
all time, but should remain silent on the subject of eternity and things 
eternal, although both are measures, the one among real beings, the 
other in the realm of generation. And whereas there are many types of 
eternity and time, the first principle is superior to all these measurcs, 
by reason of its very onencss being itself the measure of all eternities 
and times, by which both real beings and generated things come to be 
measured. One might also add, if you like, to the present enquiry, that 


aS Discussed above, 1214.16-1215.15. 
% Inserting (voy7@) (West.) to complete the sense. 
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since he has shown in what precedes that the One is not at rest, he has 
already proved that it is not eternal or eternity; for eternity “remains at 
rest in one place,” and everything eternal is at rest in the same state; so 
since this has already been proved by those arguments, it is reasonable 
that he does not consider it to require separate argument here. 

But, someone might say, might it not be that although the One is in 
no way participant in time, it could itself be Time; for the Pythagoreans 
used to term it “‘Occasion,”’®’ and Orpheus calls his first principle of all, 
“Time.” But it cannot be Time, lest the perfection emanating from it 
extend only to souls and in general to all things in motion; for things 
eternal are superior to those things whose activity is in time, and it 
could not be generative of worse, while not being the cause of the bet- 
ter. It was called ‘‘Occasion” by the Pythagoreans because it is the 
cause of the good® and the requisite; for such is “Occasion,” appor- 
tioning to each thing its proper benefit according to what is suitable; it 
has been said earlier on, how according to Plato “occasion” is one of 
those things which follows on the first principle, relying on the proc- 
lamation in the Philebus (66a), and it is called Time by Orpheus (fr. 50 
Kern) in virtue of a certain admirable analogy. For having handed 
down to us an account of mystical generations of what is ungenerated, 
the theologian also symbolically names the cause of the manifestation 
of divine things “time.” For where there is generation there also is 
time; both the generation of things of sense is according to encosmic 
time, and that of things eternal in virtue of the One, since we have 
called this also generation to conceal the ineffable procession of these 
from the One. Even as, then, we put up with them calling the unsleep- 
ing activity of divine things which is transcendent over what they have 
providential care of, “sleep,’’® their unity, “binding,” and their 
procession, “loosing,” even so when they apply the terms “time” and 
“generation” to things outside time and generation, we must also put 
up with Plato’s denying time, in the present passage, in its normally 
accepted sense of the One. 


“Does not, then, ‘older’ always mean older than something younger?” 
“Obviously.” “Well then, whatever is becoming older than itself, must 
also be at the same time becoming younger than itself, ifit isto have some- 


® Kaupes; cf, n. 81 above. 

8 Cf. Olympiodoms In Alc. 39.8-9: “As Aristotle declares (An. Pr. I, 36.486 35-36), 
occasion is time plus what is required (ri Séor) and time plus the good (7a ed).” Also 
Olympiodorus In Phaed. 9.9.11. 

8 Cf, Proclus In Crat. 59.81 fF. and 67. 2£f. Pasquali. 

* This and the following expressions are references to allegorical interpretations of fa- 
mous passages of Homer, the sleep of Zeus after union with Hera (Iliad 14.3466. ), and 
the story of che binding of Zeus by the other gods, and his freeing by Thetis (Miad 
1.396ff.). 
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thing than which it is becoming older.” “What do you mean?” “This.” 
(141ab) 


His purpose in this and the following passage is to establish that 
everything that partakes in time is older than, and of equal age with, 
itself: and since he wishes this, he necessarily begins by demonstrating 
that something is older than itself; and in so far as it is older than itsclf, 
it is plain that it 1s also younger than itself; for it is in relation to itself 
that it is called both younger and older. Now this argument might 
seem to be problematic in the extreme, one might cven say sophistic; 
for how could something be simultaneously older and younger than it- 
self? Surely the Socrates who has become older than himself is not also 
younger than himself; at any rate being older is present to him, while 
being young is gone from him. 

So some commentators have given up in face of this argument, and 
have not scrupled even to say that Plato is appearing here to indulge in 
sophistry, all too readily transferring thcir own ignorance to the argu- 
ment. Others,” again, in trying to stand up to these critics, have 
championed the truth rather too weakly for they say the same 
thing is at the same time younger and older; in respect of future time it 
is younger, for it has not yet attained to that; in respect of past time, on 
the other hand, it is older, since it has alrcady lived through that. But 
this is not what it is to become both simultaneously younger and older 
than oneself, but rather younger than one thing and older than another; 
so that the argument of this commentator is quickly revealed to us as 
being weak. Another set, again, declared that everything is both older 
and younger than itself, what is now existent being older, and what 
was before younger, and that what is now older can be said to be older 
than what was formerly younger; but these too fail to understand the 
sense of Plato’s statement (141b), which puts what is against what is, 
what will be against what will be, and what has been against what has 
been, these in all cases being relative expressions, so then, it is not pos- 
sible to say that that which now is older has become older than that 
which had become younger; for this is to mix up times and not to preserve 
the rule which he himself laid down regarding all relative expressions. 

We must therefore turn once again to our Master, and bring to bear 
upon the problem his discussion, which throws light upon the whole 
preceding argument. That which partakes in time is of two sorts; the 
one which, as it were, procceds in a straight line, beginning from one 
point and ending in another; the other which travels round in a circle, 


© Presumably Porphyry and lamblichus are among these latter commentators since, 


Once again, they lead up to Syrianus, but there is nothing distinctive that would serve to 
identify either of then. 
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and pursucs its motion from the same point to the same point, so as to 
have a beginning and an end which are the same and a motion which is 
unceasing, since each point of its progress is both beginning and end, 
and is no less a beginning than an end. That, then, which enjoys cycli- 
cal activity partakes in time by circuits, and since the same point is for 
it Both an end and a beginning of motion; in so far as it departs from a 
beginning, it becomes older, whereas in so far as it arrives at an end, it 
becomes younger; for as it comes to be nearer to its end, it comes to be 
nearer to its own beginning; and that which comes to be nearer to its 
own beginning becomes younger; so then, that which arrives cyclically 
at its end becomes younger, while at the same time and by the same 
process also becoming older; for that which draws ncar to its own end 
proceeds towards being older; so for that which has a beginning differ- 
ent from its end, becoming younger is different from becoming older; 
but for that of which its beginning is the same as its end, its youngness 
is no younger than it is older, but as Plato says, “It becomes simulta- 
ncously younger than itself and older.” For that which is moved in a 
straight line does not have this characteristic, because end and begin- 
ning arc different in its case, whereas that which moves in a circle has 
the quality of being younger than itsclf by reason of the fact that its mo- 
tion comes about in relation to the same point as both beginning and as 
end. So then, everything that partakes in time, if it becomes older than 
itself, also becomes younger than itself; and what is of this sort is that 
which moves in a circle. 

For this reason the ancients were understandably disturbed lest this 
argument be in some way sophistical, since they were looking to things 
that moved in a straight line, whercas they should have made the dis- 
tinction and considered what things have the characteristic of having 
their beginning and end the same, and what have them as different, and 
thcy should have considered that the subject of discussion now is divine 
souls, which partake in time in the respect that they have a periodic 
time of their proper motion, as indeed do the vehicles which are de- 
pendent upon them. 

This, then, is the argument of our Master. How it comes about that 
everything that becomes oldcr than itself also at the same time becomes 
younger than itself will be explained by means of two mean terms” by 
the Second Hypothesis (153bff.), which discovers the necessity of the 
inseparable coexistence of these in the case of all things that partake in 
time, and not only in the case of those which move in a circle. For the 
present, however, let what we have said stand as sufficient, since it re- 


1 It is not clear to me what this means if the passage referred to is, as it seems to be, 
153bff. Possibly the suo, which is strangely placed after rav pecorjruy, is a gloss. 
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or properly to the present subject matter and to the circuits of divine 
souls. 

But if we are even here briefly to relate the argument, which is of 
universal application, to all those things which come to be other than 
themselves, let us pause for a moment to say that everything in truth 
which becomes older than itself, while it becomes older, becomes 
younger also in so far as it becomes older; for example, that which 
comes to be ten years old comes to be older than what is nine years old; 
but while it is becoming this, the nine-year-old entity is becoming 
younger than itself, as even before this the nine-year-old became older, 
while the eight-year-old became younger than that which was then 
coming into existence; for either of the two in the process of generation 
becomes constantly different from the other and never remains the 
same. And if we take coming to be in this sense, we shall find that 
everything truly comes to be oldcr than itself, by reason of always 
being taken as being in some other state, and, even as it becomes older, 
so, changing our perspective, it becomes younger also, even as it trans- 
fers itself from one aspect to another, becoming older than what it for- 
merly was. 


“Tf one thing is already different from another, there is no question of its 
becoming different: either they both already are now, or they both have 
been, or they both will be, different. But if one is in the process of becoming 
different, you cannot say that the other has been, or will be, or as yet is, 
different; it can only be in process of becoming different.” “Necessarily.” 
(141b¢) 


Since the interlocutor has enquired how the same thing can simul- 
taneously be older and younger than itself, Parmenides brings to bear 
on the pursuit of this enquiry a certain general rule about all pairs of 
opposites whatever, that they are relatives, not, however, in the scnse 
of synonyms like like or equal, but of heteronymous terms such as son 
and father; for such entities are different in reality, not just in name, but 
in formal aspect; for synonyms are such as are the same in form. These 
things, then, they term different, and what he means is this, that what- 
ever be the case with one of a pair of real opposites, such must be the 
case with the other, so that if the One is one of those things which are 
existent or future, then the other must be future, while if the one of 
them is past or present, then the other too must be present. For if one 
of them were such and such and the other were not, it would be ob- 
vious that that would be what it is in virtuc of its own nature, and not 
as one of a pair of opposites; for anything which is in any way an op- 
posite, in that very respect in which it is said to be an opposite partakes 
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of the naturc of relativity; for it is opposed to an opposite. Such, then, 
is the rule. 

But perhaps someone might inquire how it is that although we say 
that image and model are relative to one another, we declare that the 
one enjoys true existence, whereas the other comes to be and is gener- 
ated. One must say in reply that the image as an image does not come 
to be, but comes to be something else by being imaged and coming to 
be an image of its own model; for in so far as it is an image of some real 
being, it is that which it is actually called imagistically, and it is always 
an image even as that other is always a model; and even if an image has 
its being in the sphere of gencration, yet the coming to be of the image 
is in constant community of existence with the being of the model, and 
while the always of the model is eternal, that of the image persists for 
an infinite time.* If we are right in saying this, we will not accept those 
who postulate models of corruptible things;” for there would be then 
a model of an image which does not exist. But if it is not, then, going 
to be a model, it is plain that it was not a cause essentially or in virtue 
of its being; for that which is a cause in virtue of its being, so long as it 
is the same, by nature performs the same activity. Therefore, there is 
onc of two possibilities: if we are to agree that there are paradigms of 
some sort for things that exist contingently and come into being and 
pass away, we shall be compelled to say either that they have in them 
some element of generation, coming to be as paradigms at that time 
when their images come to be, and arc not cither before or after that 
time paradigms, and for this reason this quality does not pertain to 
them essentially but accidentally, as we have said; or on the other hand 
that their images are always in existence, those same things which have 
contingent existence and arc borne about in generation; that is to say, 
if the aforementioned principles about relative entities and in general 
about opposites are true. 

But this we may take as a sort of corollary to the main argument. 
There should be no cause for astonishment if, in taking the three divi- 
sions of time, after mentioning being and having come to be and being 
about to be, he has added also coming to be; for this signifies continu- 
ance in procession and subsistence, not just simple existence, as do the 
verb to be and being, and it is for this reason that he has added in this 
verb also as being proper to those things which participate in time. And 
perhaps also the expression “what already is” means to him that which 
is scen prior to all motion in the present moment as imaging what isin 


%2 The distinction, presurnably, between “eternal” and ‘‘sempiternal” existence. 

% This must refer to the postulate of paradigms of individual physical objects; other- 
wise, it seems incomprehensible. All Forms of natural objects, after all, are paradigms of 
érrixnpa mpkypara, taken generally. 
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the cternal; whereas “coming to be” signifies that which is extended 
along the infinity of time. For the eternal is all together at all points in 
both the partlessness and the infinity of eternity because eternity re- 
mains in the same state in its infinity, whereas that which partakes in 
time is always in the present instance, but it comes to be according to 
the infinity of time; whereforc time also is in one respect partless and in 
another respect infinite. 


“Now the difference signified by ‘older’ is always a difference from some- 
thing younger and from nothing else.” “It is.” “Consequently, what is 
becoming older than itself must also at the same time be becoming younger 
than itself.” “It would seem so.” (141c) 


From the general rule he proceeds now to the present statement. For 
if che older is one side of an antithesis, which he has just called in the 
present passage a “difference,” and it has been said that if one of a pair 
of opposites is the case, then the remaining one must be the case, then 
the conclusion from this is obvious—that if something is to become 
older, italso becomes younger; for that which becomes older than itself 
at the same time becomes younger than itself; for it itself is that thing 
than which it becomes older, so that it itself is also younger, and both 
relate to the same thing, as we said before. And if someone were to say 
that Socrates becomes older than himself but not younger, we will re- 
ply that Socrates does indeed become older, in the strict sense, but at 
the same time the same Socrates becomes also younger than himself, 
because the younger element in him becomes different at cach mo- 
ment, even as does the older element; for since they are in process of 
generation they suffer permanent joint permutations, as we have said. 
If there is also some other way in which something while becoming 
older than itself simultaneously becomes younger than itsclf, it will be 
revealed to us in the Second Hypothesis; for the same addition accord- 
ing to the arithmetic mean makes older than itself what takes on this 
additional amount of time, whereas according to the geometric mean 
the same thing becomes younger through having its proportion less- 
ened, as will become clear when we come to that point. 


“Now, in the process of becoming it cannot take a longer or shorter time 
than itself, but must take the same time with itself, whether it is becoming, 
orit is, or has been, or will be.”’ “Certainly, this too is necessary.” (141c) 


It has been shown that that which partakes in time, which is a char- 
acteristic that he wishes to deny to the One, simultancously becomes 
younger and older than itself, and we have said how this may be, relat- 
ing the argument sufficiently for the present purpose to those things 
which enjoy periodic life, because that which pursues its activity in cir- 
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cles has the same point as a beginning and an end of its circuit; and in 
so far as it comes to be nearer to its end it becomes older, while in so far 
as it comes nearer and nearer to its beginning it becomes younger, and 
even as its beginning and its cnd are one, so its becoming older and 
younger than itself is one. It has also been shown in what way the ar- 
gument is true also of everything which partakes in time, both of the 
older and the younger as they move and are in process of generation, 
and how the younger necessarily appears differently to a different older 
aspect because of the necessary alteration of the relationship between 
the older and the younger. He wants now, therefore, to add to what has 
already becn said the principle that such an entity is also of equal age 
with itself; for everything has come to be and is about to be and comes 
to be and is during an equal time with itself; for if Socrates is seventy 
years old, he is of the same age as himself, and if he has been thirty, he 
has come to be for the same extent of time as himself, and if he comes 
to be this age, similarly he comes to be for the same time as himself; for 
since he comes to be in relation to himself he possesses the same time 
span as himself. There is nothing complicated in all this, but it is plain 
how it is the case also in those entities which progress according to lin- 
ear devclopment; for it is possible for one thing to be and to become 
and to have become of greater or lesser time span than another and in- 
evitably also of equal time span to it, and thus neither greater nor lesser. 


“So, it seems, any one of the things that occupy time and have temporal 
character must be of the same age as itselfand also be becoming at once both 
older and younger than itself.” ‘It may be so.” “But we saw that none of 
these characters can attach to the One.” “No, they do not.’’ “Therefore 
the One has nothing to do with time, nor does it occupy any stretch of 
time.’’ “No indeed, at least as far as the argument goes.” (141d) 


By means of these steps, then, he produces the present conclusion, 
and this is that the One does not partake in time nor is it in time; for we 
must remove from it also all types of divine being and not just the sum- 
mit of them; for these are those entities which have their activity in 
some time, and not in eternity, and partake in time of some sort, such 
as we mentioned above. The One, on the other hand, partakes in no 
sort of time, for it is totally transcendent over these entities which par- 
take in any sort of time. How he demonstrates that the One partakes in 
no time has been stated previously, but nevertheless, Jet us state now 
the actual syllogism: “The One is in no way older or younger or of 
equal age with itself; but everything which partakes in time is simul- 
taneously older and younger and of the same age as itself; therefore the 
One in no way partakes in time.” This conclusion he has just drawn 
himself in saying, “Therefore the Onc has nothing to do with time”: 
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and then more comprehensively by saying, “and does not occupy any 
stretch of time”’; for it is completely transcendent over time, and is es- 
tablished above every temporal order. 

This characteristic of not partaking in time is true not only of the 
One alone, but also of all those entities which do not move according 
to motion in space; for those also do not move in time, and even if they 
move while time exists, time does not concern them, but rather what 
is subsequent to them; for existing at a time when time is proceeding is 
not the same as being in time; for being in place is not the same as ex- 
isting when place exists, or in that case everything immaterial would 
have to be said to be in a place because it exists when place exists; so 
then, even as the immaterial is not in a place, even though it exists 
when place exists, so it is not in time. And perhaps it should not even 
be said to be when time is, because it is prior in essence to that which is 
itself prior to what is in time, and the expression “when” would have 
absolutely no place in the casc of this which cxists prior to eternity, 
which is itself the model of time. For how could one use the expression 
“when” of that which is neither in eternity nor in time, but rejects any 
connection with both of these? For even as the One is not in time be- 
cause it is not in motion, so neither is it in eternity because it is not at 
rest; for eternity is at rest, as Timaeus declares (Tim. 37d). 


“Well now, the words ‘was,’ ‘has become,’ ‘was becoming,’ are under- 
stood to mean connection with past time, ave they not?” “‘Yes indeed.” 
“Again, ‘will be,’ ‘will be becoming,’ and ‘will become’ are connected 
with future time.” “Yes.” “And ‘is’ and ‘is becoming,’ with time now 
present.” “Certainly.’’ (141de) 


He has denied all attributes of the One in order: the attribute of par- 
taking in time from being neither older nor younger than itself; that of 
being older and younger than itself, from partaking neither in likeness 
nor equality nor in unlikeness nor incquality; that of being equal and 
unequal and like and unlike, from being neither the same nor other; and 
this in turn, from the quality of in no way being cither in motion or at 
rest; and this, from being neither in itself nor in another; and this from 
neither encompassing itself nor being encompassed; and this, from that 
of not having parts; and this in turn from that of not being a whole; and 
this from not being a multiplicity; and this in turn, from not being any- 
thing else than One. 

So having denied all these attributes and coming down as far as pat- 
ticipation in time, which is a condition proper to the multiplicity of di- 
vine souls and the divine classes of being which are involved with them 
(for it is. particularly to these that we declare this distinction to be 
proper), he proceeds from above as far as these, first making a triadic 
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division into past, present, and future, and then a nine-fold division, 
subdividing each of these three again into three. He has himself pro- 
vided us with a cluc to the order of these divisions elsewhcre; or is it 
not so that Socrates in the Republic (X, 617b) says that the Fates divide 
up time, and that one sings of what is past, another of the present, and 
another of the future? This triple division of time we may take to refer 
to certain triple hypostases among the classes superior to us, which 
Parmenides wishes the One to transcend; for the monad of souls is 
united to Time as a whole, while the many souls participate in it only 
in a sccondary way. And some of these participate as wholes, such as 
do so in the past or present or future, and others in a partial way, as are 
those which are given cssénce according to the differentiae of these; for 
to each of the wholes there is ranked a multiplicity divided into first and 
middle and final clements; for in connection with that soul which is es- 
tablished in the past there is a multiplicity proper to it, of which the 
summit is represented by was, the middle represented by became, and 
the final element by was becoming; and associated with that which op- 
erates in the present is another second multiplicity, of which the dom- 
inant clement is characterised by is, the median element by has become 
and the final element by is becoming; and with that which opcrates in the 
future there is associated yet a third multiplicity, of which the highest 
element is represented by will be, that in the middle is associated with 
will become, while the final element is defined by will have become; and 
thus these three triads will be immediately dependent upon these three 
wholes, and all these upon their own monad. 

What, then, are we to make of this? That those orders which are di- 
vided according to the parts of time act in a partial mode, and not all 
throughout time as a whole, but some only in the past, others only in 
the present, and yet others only in the future, and to which of these we 
should assign cach part of time we will not be able to say; up to what 
point extends the present or the past, and from what point begins the 
future? But perhaps it is better to say that al] these entitics act through- 
out the whole of time, but since time as a whole has within itself three 
potencies, the one which is perfective of all motion, the other which 
is such as to gather together and preserve all things which are beneath 
its rule, the third revelatory of the divine (for in bringing round all 
things in a circle it gives perfection to the non-eternal among things and 
gives conncction to their essence and reveals the unified infinity of eter- 
nity to them, unfolding the multiplicity which is packed together on 
the level of eternity; for which reason this manifest time, as Timaeus 


™ Cf, the similar exposition in the Timaeus Commentary, Il, 38.12ff. Diehl (ad Tim. 
37de), where Proclus makes it clear that this is Syrianus’ doctrine. 
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says [Tim. 37d], reveals to us the measure of the divine circuits and 
brings to completion the things of this realm and guards them as they 
come to be, according to their own numerical formulae); so then, since 
that time which is prior to souls has three powers—the perfective, the 
cohesive, and the revelatory—in virtue of its likeness to eternity (for 
eternity, as we have shown elsewhere,™ holding the middle rank in the 
intelligible world, brings to completion the order of beings after it by 
conferring unity upon it, and on the other hand makes manifest that 
which is prior to it, producing its ineffable unity into multiplicity, and 
also holds together the median bond of the intelligible world, and pre- 
serves all things without change through its own proper power); so 
time receives these triple powers from eternity above it, and gives them 
also to souls; but eternity holds this triad in itself unitarily, while time 
possesses it both unitarily and dividedly, and souls possess it dividedly. 
And for this reason some of them are characterised by one power and 
others by another, some representing the revelatory aspect of time, 
others the perfective, and others the cohesive; even so also of the Fates 
some are connected properly with bringing to complction and perfect- 
ing and are thus said to sing what is past, always acting and always 
singing their own songs which are cosmic intellections and creations, 
for the past is completive; others are directed towards holding together 
the present, for they guard the substance and generation of things pres- 
ent; and others again are concerned with showing forth the future, for 
they bring into existence and to perfection that which does not yet ex- 
ist. So it is not unsuitable, then, that we should customarily divide this 
time of ours three ways, into past and future and present, by reason of 
the triple powers of time, the revelatory, the perfective, and the co- 
hesive, understanding these faculties in one way in the case of eternity, 
in another way in that of time, and in yct another way in the case of 
souls. 

And if you wish to look at things in another way, since the ordering 
of those souls superior to us is divided into those which are primal and 
intermediate and ultimate, the most universal of them arc connected 
properly with the past, as comprehending both the present and the fu- 
ture; so even as the first of these comprchends the two latter, even so 
do those souls comprehend the two remaining categories; the inter- 
mediate souls are related to the present, for this was once future, but is 
not yet past; so even as the present comprehends the future, so also the 
median souls are comprehensive of those following on them, but are 
comprehended by those prior to them; the third group is connected 


% A reference, probably, to the Timaeus Commentary, Il, 14. 166f. Diehl (ad Tim. 374), 
where the doctrine is credited to Syrianus. 
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with the future, for this has not traversed the present, nor yet has it be- 
come past, but it is still future only, even as also this third category of 
souls exist only for themselves and, because of their descent into the 
extreme of partialness, are not yet comprehensive of any others; for 
these comprise the lowest limit by reason of the division into three 
parts of the classes of being following upon the gods, since for each in 
turn of these three universal categories, there is a triadic multiplicity 
dependent upon it. But the rest of these categories we will consider at 
a later point; for the moment let us just examine the first triad. 

This has, as being common to all of it, the characteristic of being 
“once upon a time”; for this is the characteristic of the past and of 
completion; and this is divided into was, became, was becoming; so again 
of these three the onc signifies the summit of the triad, was, which is 
characterised by substantiation; the other signifies the point of comple- 
tion, to wit, became; and the remaining one signifies extension in the 
process of completion, was becoming, these things being also images of 
intelligible things—was being an image of being, became of eternity, 
and was becoming of the primally cternal entity; for being comes to all 
things from the first aspect, the quality of being simultaneously total 
and whole from the middle one, and that of being pluralised and ex- 
tended in any way from the third one. And to these three the subse- 
quent triads of aspects are analogous both in relation to the future and 
to the present and to the past; for to was are analogous will be and is, the. 
one belonging to the future, the other to the present; and to became are 
analogous will become and has become; for this tense of become is different 
from the preceding, the one having past sense, the other present; for has 
become has a cohesive sense, and wesee it both as having been perfected 
and as perfect now, in a timeless now, as for instance, “an eclipse has 
happened” (gegonen), for this means the same as “‘it is now completed.” 
Since, then, gegonen has two meanings, he initially only mentioned two 
categories in the present, is and is becoming, in order that he should not 
confuse the argument; but later (141e5) he is going to add has become 
also as a present category. To was becoming, thirdly, he takes as analo- 
gous is becoming, and secondly, will have become; for this is not the same 
as will become—lct us not think that it is; for will become signifies the 
timeless indivisible existence in the future, as for instance “‘there will be 
a flash of lightning”’ (genésetai): whereas will have become expresses pro- 
gression along with extension, as in the case of ‘‘he will have become a 
man”; in the case of lightning, it would be false to say “it will have be- 
come.” 

These two triads, then, are analogous to the one before them, and the 


6 An attempt to render the worg of Parm, 1418. 


576 


1239 


COMMENTARY 


position between was and will be is occupied by is, whereas that be- 
tween became in the past sense and will become is occupied by has become 
in the present sense, and that between was becoming and will have become 
is occupied by is becoming. And in every case the first monads are proper 
to substantiality, the middle ones to total and simultaneous potency, 
while the third are proper to activity in extension; and characteristic of 
all of the first triad is once upon a time, of all of the second, now, and of 
all of the third, later on; and indeed he uses the corresponding number 
of expressions for them. And if he has ranked the future triad second, 
one should not wonder at that, for he is imitating the cycle of time in 
connecting the end to the beginning, since when he proceeds he will 
rank in the middle the triad connected with the present, and last that 
connected with the future. 


“Consequently, if the One has nothing to do with any time, it never has 
become nor was becoming nor was ever, nor can you say it has become now 
or is becoming:or is; or that it will become, or will have become or will be 
hereafter.” “Very true.” (141c) 


How the syllogism proceeds here is plain enough; the One partici- 
pates in no time; everything which once was or became or was becom- 
ing, which in the present is or has become or is becoming, and which 
in the future will be or will become or will have become, participates 
in some time (all these categories, after all, have portioned out between 
them the totality of time); the One, therefore, transcends and rises 
above both the temporal triad and its henad. But the proof of this is 
clear enough by reason of what has been said before; however, in the 
enumeration of the three triads onc should note how he has preserved 
their order in relation to cach other, first listing that which relates to the 
past, second, that which relates to the present, and third, that which 
relates to the future, even as in the Republic (X, 617b) he has allotted the 
past to the first of the Fates, to the middle one the present, and to the 
third the future, on the grounds, plainly, that time as a whole is con- 
tained intellectually by their Mother, Necessity. But in each classifica- 
tion he does not begin with was and is and will be, but rather from the 
middle term, that is to say, became once upon a time, and now has be- 
come and will become; for this is proper to them, inasmuch as they imi- 
tate etemity, and it is possible for us to begin from here and thus to call 
to mind the other categories. 

So much then for that. Onc should now draw together this single 
summary from all that has been said here, that the One is established 
above all Soul and divine Being and all that has constant and identical 
activity, such as is the class of the beings superior to us, whether it is to 
be divided into triads or into enneads or into any other number, and 
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nothing of this sort is to be applied to the One; and that thus the argu- 
ment has proceeded to this point in its denial of all the orders, both the 
intellectual and the others, of the One. Where it will lead us in its fur- 
ther progress, we shall learn if we journey along with his instructions, 
and examine closely evcrything of what is said.” 


“Now, can anything participate in existence except according to one of 
these modes?” “No.”’ “So the One does not participate in existence in any 
way.” “Evidently not.” “So the One does not exist at all.” ‘‘Evidently 
not.” (141e) 


By way of everything that has been said so far, we have arrived at the 
existence that is deificd and whose activity is unvarying; and by nega- 
tion we have removed from the One all orders of existence, the divine 
and the intellectual and the psychical. And now again, by way of the 
nature that is common to all these orders, we get back to the intelligible 
monad of beings, and we will cxalt the One beyond this too. For as we 
said before, the starting-point for his negations was not the summit of 
the intelligible world, but the summit of the intellectual. For it is in the 
sphere of the intellectual that “many” originates, as will be clear when 
we go on to the Second Hypothesis. But “‘existence” at the level of the 
One Being is prior to this “many’’ and belongs to all these orders, to 
what is many, to what is a whole, to what has shape, and to all the rest. 
And so we get back from all these, which have existence in common, 
to existence itself. 

This is why in introducing this negation he says, “Everything that 
participates in existence participates according to one of these modes,” 
referring not merely to the last mentioned predicates but to altogether 
everything that has been enumerated in the First Hypothesis; e.g. “itis 
a whole” or “‘it has parts” or “‘it has a beginning, a middle, and an end” 
or “‘it is in itself or in something clse”’ and so on, i.e. to all the predicates. 
that he has denied of the One. Thus it becomes clear (as we have said 
from the first) that he is considering those predicates which belong to 
beings qua beings, and not qua living or intelligent. For he says, 
“Everything that in any way participates in existence participates ac- 
cording to one of these modes; (but the One participates in none of 
these modes);*” so it docs not participate in existence.” 

Similarly, Socrates said in the Republic (509b) that the first principle 
is beyond existence and is not cxistence but cause of existence, and that 


* From this point on, the translation is based, with their kind permission, on thar of 
Prof. G.E.M. Anscombe and L. Labowsky, with some minor adjustments to bring. it 
into terminological accord with what goes before it, and others based on a reconsider 
tion of problematic passages in the text, with the help of Westerink and Steel. 

™% Adding (rd d& &v obdevds peréxer) after peréxee, as is necessary for the text (West). 
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it = beyond both everything that intelligises and everything that is in- 
telligised; just as we say that the sun is the cause, both of those who see 
and of what is scen. And by “existence” he means nothing but “being.” 
For he states clearly here also that it is not possible for anything to be 
without participating in existence, both in this dialogue and in a similar 
way in the Timaeus. If, then, the first principle is above existence and 
above all Being, then the use of the very word is is wrong, for it tran- 
scends even “Being.” And this is where the Platonic Parmenides differs 
from the one who speaks in the Poem, for the latter had the One Being 
in mind and said that it is the cause of everything, but the former is 
thinking of the One, and mounts from the One Being to the One alone 
which is prior to existence. At any rate, having denied that the One 
participates in existence, since it is clear to him that it could still be ex- 
istence itself—for participation means secondary possession of a char- 
acteristic—he adds, “So the One does not exist at all,” a position which 
he no longer reaches demonstratively. Indced, it would not be possible 
to prove this in itself because of the kinship of existence and unity. For 
the more akin characters are, the more difficult it is to prove anything 
about them by the negative method, as we have already said (1088- 
1089). 

Be that the One is not the same as Being, Plato will show demon- 
stratively at the beginning of the Second Hypothesis; and if this is true, 
it is evident that the One does not even “be”’; for everything apart from 
“one” that is added to the One depreciates the transcendent superem- 
inence of the One. And so, with the ‘‘is,” which he takes from what is 
common to all kinds of existents, he gets back to thcir cause, and he 
says that it is not compatible with the One even to be this cause. 

Perhaps someone will ask why he began by denying “many” and not 
“is” itself. Why did he not prefer an order progressing from the term 
next after the One to the remotest terms, or from these back to the “‘is” 
which is the acme of beings, but chose instead to begin with “many”? 

The answer to this question is that the denial of existence would have 
been in contradiction to the hypothesis. For this speaks of the One as 
“being . . . , but the negation in question would say that it is not. It 
would have been extremely ridiculous to say right at the beginning, “If 
the Oneis. . . , the One is not,” for the argument would have seemed 
to cancel itself. For this reason he uses the word is loosely and says, “‘If 
the One is. . .” as if this is made no difference, and finds that ‘‘many” 
is clearly what is most opposed to “‘one.’’ He is also bearing in mind 
that the real Parmenides said that being is one and not many. 

Beginning, then, with “many” as the most familiar starting-point, 
he sees, when he has separated the other predicates from the concept of 
the One, that it has to be conccived as independent even of existence 
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and that is itself cannot be said of it. There are two terms involved, 
namely, one and is, and he recognises that it is more useful to begin with 
the contrary of the subject than of the predicate. But the contrary of 
“one” is “many”; so he argues, “Ifthe One is one, it is not many,” and 
not, “If one, the One is not.”’ And as we have said, he shows at the be- 
ginning of the Sccond Hypothesis that even the One treated there is not 
the same as Being, however closely connected they may be; so is it not 
abundantly proved that the first One is in itself uninfected by existence? 

This will also be clear from what will be said there. The imparticip- 
able must always precede the participated. (This is Plato’s doctrine in 
the theory of Ideas, and it is for this reason that he says that a character 
as it is in itself is prior to its existence in something else.) So if even that 
Onc in which being participates is distinct from being, the unpartici- 
pated Onc must of necessity transcend Being still more. So the One 
does not participate in existence, not even the supreme existence which 
is nothing but existence, or Being itself which is nothing but being and 
is prior to the various genera of being. 

In all the preceding discussion he understood “participation” in the 
sense of the organisation into unity of the things that come after Being 
itsclf. Here, then, he understands it in the same way, and says, “Every- 
thing that participates in existence participates in it according to one of 
these modes.” He means either as “being a whole” or as “having a 
shape”’ or as “being the same and other,” or as any of the other things 
that he has denied of the Onc. 

To this statement he adds that “the One does not participate in ex- 
istence in any way,” meaning participation according to onc of these 
modes. But it remained possible to say, “The One does not indeed par- 
ticipate in existence according to any of these modes, but may it not 
have some share in the existence which is prior to these modes, and be 
Joined to it?”’ And this is why he adds, * “‘And so the One does not ex- 
ist,” here for the first time showing that it is not existence itself; for 
“is,”’ ie. the first existence, is not predicated of the first One. To this 
he will presently add that the One is not even one, i.e. it isnot the One 
that has existence, which participates in Existence itself, as does the One 
of the historical Parmenides. 

Thus Plato copies the circle described by the whole of existence, 
which not only proceeds from One but also returns to One. He comes 
to procession by mcans of the concept of multiplicity (for in the sphere 
of being, multiplicity is the principle of procession, and every proces- 
sion is accomplished according to the manifoldness of what proceeds), 


% Here the Greck text breaks off. What follows is preserved in the Latin translation 
only. 
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and he gets back to ‘‘One” by way of “being one.” For this is the source 
of the unification of all things, and it is according to the unity of their 
own kinds that they are severally joincd together into one. Where, 
then, should he have started his construction of the scale of beings in 
his account of the procession from the One, if not with “many”? And 
from what other point could he have made the reversion than through 
the “being one’’? For processions multiply beings, while reversions 
bring them together and unite them. For all things are connected with 
the One Being inasmuch as they all participate in existence: the Onc 
Being is the monad of beings. Through it they move mystically to the 
One which it contains, and then through this to the One that tran- 
scends the existent. What can one say but that here, too, Plato imitates 
the theologians who speak first of the original procession and procrea- 
tion of the gods, then of their progression, and afterwards tell how they 
are united first severally with their unifying causes and finally with the 
first One? 


“It cannot then be even to the extent of being one, for then it would bea 
thing that is and participates in being; but it seems that the One neither is 
one nor exists at all if one is to believe such an argument as this.”’ ‘There 
seems to be no way out of it.”” (141e) 


It has been said that the One does not participate in being in the way 
that “many” and “whole” and ‘‘part’’ and “shape” and so forth, do; 
then, that it does not exist even in that way that the first Being does. 
But the One that is lower than the Onc itself is said to participate in 
being inasmuch as it is bound up with it. And so he adds these words, 
“the One is not even one.”’ For he knows that one has two meanings— 
in one sense it transcends, in the other it is coordinate with, is. In the 
latter sense, it is in a way comparable with existence as participating 
and being participated in by it. But in the former, it is incomparable 
and is imparticipable by everything. 

So he shows that the first Onc is not like the One that coexists with 
Being. For if it can truthfully be said of it that it “is one,” this “being 
one” involves ‘‘being”’; of the transcendent One he says that it is not 
even possible to say that itis onc. For the One of which we say “is one” 
is really the One that goes with Being. So we must not say that it is the 
One, for the “being onc” that belongs to the one that goes with 
““‘being”’ and has a part in existence and has not remained “‘one’’ but has 
tumed into “One Being.” 

But if this is true, then how can anyone say that the First Hypothesis 
treats not of the first God alone, but also of all the other gods?” For all 


% The doctrine of Iamblichus; cf. above 1054.374f. 
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the henads of the other Gods coexist with being; and so cach of them is 
a god. But only the One should be called ‘‘one itself”’ and is above ex- 
istence and unparticipated, so as not to be a one as opposed to the sim- 
ply one. For what is “‘one”’ together with some other predicate is a one, 
just as “being” together with “‘life”’ is a being, and not “‘being itself,” 
and “‘life” together with “intellect” is “intellectual life” and not “life” 
pure and simple, and everything taken with some differentiating ad- 
dition is other than that thing considered as it is in itself and before dif- 
ferentiation. So “one” in itself must be before the “‘one”’ that goes with 
“being.” For this reason one cannot say that this hypothesis is about the 
gods also, as some people have thought. 

On the other hand, in discussing the One he is not treating of some- 
thing that is not a real substance. We amply proved this at the begin- 
ning (1065. 16££.) when we referred to the Eleatic Stranger’s statement 
that what is really one is indivisible. We showed (a) that Parmenides’ 
deductions are necessary consequences from the premise ‘the one has 
no parts”; (b) chat what follows from a possible premise must be pos- 
sible; and further (¢) that the hypothesis is not about something unreal. 
But if we show at the beginning that the hypothesis is concerned with 
the One, which is real, and at the end that it does not deal in an inde- 
terminate way with all the gods, then we have proved that it deals with 
the first Onc only, throughout. Nor is the One such as to be partici- 
pated by Being, or to be the One Being; for that ‘“‘one”’ is participable, 
and it is the “one” which takes on to itself “‘being”; but both of these 
Plato has denied of the One, meaning, evidently, the transcendent 
One. It is neither one in the way in which that one is which goes with 
the is in “is one,” nor does it exist like existence itself and the being that 
exists. As it is neither of these, the Onc altogether transcends the One 
Being. 


Let us make a series of deductions. 


If the One and Being were immutably the same, they would not 
be distinct. But not even the Second Hypothesis permits us to say 
that there is no distinction between them; therefore they differ from 
one another. 

But if things are different, either (1) they are coordinate, and one 
is not prior to the other; or (2) they are not coordinate. 


(1) If they are coordinate, either (a) neither communicates in the 
other, and so there are two principles of al] things; or (b) there is some 
connection between them. 

(1a) Ifthere is no connection, then Being will be deserted by unity, 
and every not-one will be in no way one and will consist of infinides: 

(1b) Or they communicate and are mixed together, and the One 
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will be existent and Being will be one. Then there must be some- 
thing prior to both which mixed them and makes “being plus one” 
into ‘one being.” For we learn in the Philebus (23d) that before the 
mixture and the mixed there must necessarily be the mixer. And that 
will therefore be either (1ba’) existent without unity; or (1bb’) one 
without existence. If both together, the same argument holds good. 

(1ba') But if it is existent without unity, it is either (1ba’1) not one; 
or (1ba’2) nothing. But it is impossible to call it nothing, whilc call- 
ing it existent. 

(1ba'l1) Therefore it is not one. But if it is not one, then everything 
of which it consists must also be not one; and so the existent, which 
is not one, consists of infinities becausc there is no “one’’ that is prior 
to “being one.” 

(1bb') But if it is one without existence, it will prove to be a one 
that is participable by the existent while it does not itself participate 
in existence. 


(2) But if Being and the Onc are not coordinate, then either (2a) 
Being is higher and is before the One; or (2b) the One is higher and 
is before Being. 

(2a) And if Being is before the Onc, itself producing the One as 
prior to it, then again Being will not be One, and the same deduction 
will hold good, the same infinite regress. 

(2b) But if the One is prior and is the cause of Being, then it be- 
longs to its mode of reality not to be existent (for it produces the ex- 
istent), and not to participate in the existent. And this is the solution 
required. 


For if the first One participated in Being in some way, although it is 
higher than Being and produces it, it would be a one which took over 
the mode of reality which belongs to Being. But it is not a one, and is 
the cause not just of Being but of everything, though of Being before 
the rest. And if everything must participate in its cause, there must be 
a “one,” other than the simply One, in which Being participates; and 
this “one’’ is the principle of beings. This is also how Speusippus un- 
derstands the situation (presenting his views as the doctrines of the an- 
cients). What does he say? 


40K For they held that the One is higher than being and is the source of 
being; and they delivered it even from the status ofa principle. For 
they held that, given the One, in itself, conceived as separated and 
™ This testimony is most interésting, but has suspicious aspects. Proclus does not 
generally quote authorities by name in this commentary, but Xenocrates appears at 


888.36, so there is no reason why Speusii hould not do i 
+ $0 ppus should not do so now. See further on this, 
latcoduction to Book VIL, pp. 485-86. 
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alone without the other things, with no additional element, noth- 
ing else would come into existence. And so they introduced the 
Indefinite Dyad as the principle of beings.” (fr. 48 Taran) 


So he too, testifies that this was the opinion of the ancients about the 
One; it is snatched up'™ beyond existence, and next after it comes the 
Indefinite Dyad. Here too, then, Plato proves this One to be beyond 
the existent and beyond thc unity that is in the existent and beyond the 
whole One Being. 

In the Second Hypothesis he is going to say that the One Being, too, 
is a principle. It is constituted by distinct predicates, “one” and 
“being,” and beyond it, he says, is the One Itself. For the unity that has 
existence through the unity of the One Being is not the One, but a par- 
ticular one; yet in no case is the particular identical with the undiffer- 
entiated character . . . or Being.!°? But this too presents difficulty, be- 
cause the “‘one”’ and the “being” must clearly be two, and so they 
cannot be purely onc. For two are not one. So here we have something 
that is both one and not one; but this is not purely one, as what is both 
equal and not equal is not simply equal. So it is right to preserve the 
simplicity of the purely One, placing it beyond the “one” which is in 
“being” and beyond that “one” which is constituted by “‘one’’ and 
‘ ‘being. ” 

Having got so far, he rightly observes that, since the One is such as 
we have described, it is unknown to all particular kinds of knowledge 
and is inexpressible and unutterable. For what is first nameable and 
knowable is the one that is one by existing, and, in gencral, any char- 
acter unifying, though not participated by, its series. To give an anal- 
ogy: sense-perception helps us to reach some knowledge of the cosmic 
gods, for it sees their visible dwelling places and thereby reminds us of 
their characters; but it does not in the least help us to know the gods 
that are beyond the heavens. In the same way, intellect and knowledge 
of being help us to attain to the One Being; but our powers of knowing 
kinds of being do not in the least help us towards union with the One 
itself, except in so far as they are a kind of predisposition to the upward 
movement towards it. For it is not participated in any way or by any 
kind of being. 

“If,” Plato says, “‘one is to believe an argument like this.” Proceed- 
ing by means of negations, we have declared the One to be exalted 
above everything; above intelligible and intellectual] objects, above the 
hyper-cosmic and cosmic gods, above the nature that is made divine. 


1 Sursum raptum est. Probably translates dvw *jpadody, Chaldaean terminology; cf. 
Or. Chald. fr. 3.1. 
2 Cf. 1096.21ff. above. There is a lacuna in the Latin MSS here. 
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“If,” then, “‘one can believe an argument like this,” the One is impar- 
tictpable. Obviously the reasoning is human and therefore particular. 
But neither does divine reason say anything but that the One is impar- 
ticipable. For as we have said before, everything strives to imitate the 
One by way of its own highest element. For souls, what is imparticip- 
able is the first Soul: this is the universal which unites souls into a kind. 
Again, for intellectual substance the imparticipable is the divine Intel- 
lect, which is the universal uniting intellects into a kind. And in the 
same way, for all the divine henads the imparticipable is the One itself. 

Whence, indeed, do the second in rank derive their imparticipability 
except from the Onc? For transcendence belongs to what comes first 
more than to what follows. So the One transcends the kinds of exist- 
ence more than the universal Intellect transcends souls, or the universal 
Soul, bodies. So if the first, divine Intellect is imparticipable, it is ob- 
vious that the Onc itself is not on a level with any being. 

But what is belief? It looks as if Plato were opposing the argument 
because, as he himself says, belief founded on persuasion is weaker than 
knowledge got by learning. But perhaps “belief” here is not the same 
as the belief we have spoken of elsewhere in connection with sense-per- 
ception, but is what the theologians'® mean when they speak of the 
preservation of love, truth, and firm and immutable faith in the first 
principles, and say that faith binds and unites us to the One. These 
words, then, are to be believed, and to be relied on steadfastly and con- 
stantly, not assented to doubtfully and as a matter of opinion. 

But suppose he did speak doubtfully when he said, “If one is to be- 
lieve such reasoning”; this would not be strange, when he is trying by 
means of negations to hint at the supreme reality of the One. For one 
cannot allow that reason may entirely grasp it. Even the purest forms 
of knowledge are unable to comprehend it. The nearer they get to it 
and the more they attain to what is connatural to them, the more they 
find that it remains beyond the scope of their own operations, though 
they achieve participation tin whatever can be comprehended. t™ 

But whatever they apprehended, they desire something greater than 
that because of the travail inborn in them, the yearning for the super- 
eminence of the One; and that is why there exists in us so great a de- 
votion to it. But this yearning is always repulsed as falling short of its 


'0 The Chaldaeans; cf. frs. 46-48 DP. The Chaldacan triad of virtues is mentioned 
above, 927.26ff., and frequently elsewhere, by Proclus. zions, here, must be translated 
both as ‘belief’ and as “faith.” 

™ Aliquid ut subtile, corrupt. Pethaps William is reading venrév for Ayrréy, as Klin- 
bansky suggests. Or perhaps read et si participant... , sed quia—contrasententiant . . . 
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object, for knowledge is struggling to gainsay the peculiar unap- 
proachability of the One. 


“And if a thing does not exist, can this non-existent have anything that 
either belongs to it or is of it?” “How could it?”’ (142k) 


It is obvious that everything which stands in a relation to something 
must first itself be something and must exist on its own account (cf. 
Soph. 247aff.) for how could the non-existent endow anything else 
with existence? This is the nature of real relations. So if it has been 
shown that the One is beyond existence, nothing at all, such as a name 
or description, belongs to it, nor will there be a single thing, such as 
knowledge or sensation, that is of it. For if so, it would be knowable 
and sensible and nameable and expressible and would stand in relation 
to something clse. But what stands in a relation has some kind of ex- 
istence. For even the intclligible stands in a certain relation to the intel- 
lect, and the knowable to knowledge, inasmuch as they are mutually 
coordinate. But that which transcends all cannot, as has been shown, 
be susceptible of even a hint of relationship to anything else. 

But what is meant by the careful addition of “this non-existent’? 
What is the meaning of “‘not being’? It has various meanings. For what 
does not exist in any way at all, and what has come to be, and “rest” 
and “‘movement’’ (this follows from the properties of ‘‘other’”—and 
the One itself: all of these ‘‘are not” (cf. Soph. 255aff.), but not every- 
thing that “is not” is unknown and inexpressible. “Rest’’ and “move- 
ment” are known, and so in general are all the things that ‘‘are not” 
which belong to the sphere of the intelligible. For just that is meant by 
calling them intelligible. Neither is “what has come to be” unappre- 
hended, for, as the Timaeus says (27dff.), that is the object of sense and 
opinion. The things that ‘“‘are not” which are unknown are (a) the One 
itself and (b) what does not exist in any way at all; the former as supe- 
rior to all knowledge of kinds of existence, the latter as falling short of 
any possibility whatever of being apprehended. Thus in the Republic 
(V, 477af€.) Socrates called non-existent what does not exist in any at 
at all, and said that it was unknown. (He distinguished it from the “not 
being” of what has come to be),!% which is the object of opinion and. 
comes after perfect being which is the object of real knowledge. And 
on the other hand, he called the Good non-existent because it is above 
being. He says that it is superior to being and existence and better than 
intelligible objects, and that it is the light of truth which brings the in- 
telligible before the intellect (509b). 

So “non-existent” and “beyond belief” can be taken in two ways. 


105 Not in Latin, but supplied by Klibansky to complete the sense. 
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And this is correct. For the soul is tormented by the unlimitedness and 
indefiniteness of the totally non-existent; it experiences difficulty in 
grasping it and is happy to be ignorant of it, fearing to step out into the 
limitless and measureless. But it mounts towards the incomprehensible 
super-eminence of the One itsclf, borne in its direction by a longing for 
its nature, revolving round it, wanting to embrace it, seeking with su- 
preme passion to be present to it, unifying itself as far as possible and 
purging all its own multiplicity so that somehow it may become per- 
fectly one. Impotent to comprehend its incomprchensibility or to 
know the unknown, yet according to the manner of its own proces- 
sion, it loves its inexpressible apprchension of participation in the Onc. 
For in order to receive something, the soul must first coexist with that 
thing; but what would it mean to touch the intangible? 

Thus the One transcends all analysable knowledge and intellcction 
and all contact. And only unification brings us near the One, since just 
because it is higher than any existence, itis unknown. And this is why 
in the Letters (Ep. VII, 341c) Plato speaks of ‘‘a learning different from 
all other kinds of learning.” Such is the One. But the totally non-exist- 
ent is unknown as falling away from all things in its indefiniteness and 
as incapable of having real subsistence. 

So itis ridiculous to say that because it is not an object of knowledge 
or opinion, the One is the same as the totally non-existent. For the to- 
tally non-existent is nothing, since one cannot apply the expression 
“something” to it, the opposite of which is “nothing” (cf. Soph. 237¢). 
But it is impossible to say that this is thc One, for ‘‘nothing”—i.e. “‘not 
a thing’’—is the negation of “‘one’’ as well as of everything else. Indeed 
Plato did not deny “one” absolutely of the One, but the “one’’ of 
“being onc,” as well as “being.” 


“Therefore no name or description or knowledge or sensation or opinion 
applies to it.” ‘Apparently not.’’ (142a) 


You could distinguish these negations into two kinds, and say that 
the One is declared to be (a) inexpressible, and (b) unknowable. Make ° 
a further division of the expressible and the knowable, and you will say 
that it is inexpressible in two ways, unknowable in three. 

For the expressible is expressible either by a description or by a 
name; but the name is prior, and the description is by nature posterior 
to the name. For the name imitates the simplicity and unity of objects, 
but the description their complexity and variety of aspects. So the 
name is related to the single thing as signifying the whole subject at 
once; but the description circles round the essence of the thing and un- 
folds its complexity. The thing is the starting-point for both name and 
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description, but the secret essences of intelligible objects, which are 
united with One, are preserved “‘in god-nourished silence”:!” they im- 
itate the inexpressibleness and unuttcrableness of the One. But the One 
has its place above the silence and the intellect and the knowledge of the 
intellect, which form a triad. 

Again what can be known is the object either of (sense-perception 
or of)!°” opinion or of scientific knowledge. For all cognition is either 
without concepts or with concepts; and, if the latter, it either brings in 
causes or makes no mention of causes. So we have three kinds of cog- 
nition: sense perception, opinion, and scientific knowledge. And so 
what is completely unapprehended by us is neither scientifically know- 
able nor judgeable nor perceptible. 

Now, starting from the kinds of cognition in ourselves, we must also 
take their totalitics and realise that all being known is denied of the 
One. For how could what is beyond all that exists be scnsibly per- 
ceived? And how could it be the object of opinion, when it is not such 
as in one way to be, and in another way not? And how can what has no 
cause be an object of science? 

So it is rightly said in the Letters (VII, 341c), as we have said, that it 
is to be learned in a different way; that when we have given much care 
and attention to it, a divine light i is kindled in us through which there 
comes about—in such a way as is possible to us—a glimpse of it, which 
makes us participate in it in respect of that part of ourselvcs that is most 
divine. But the most divine thing in us is the One in us, which Socrates 
called the illumination of the soul, just as he called the truth itself light. 
This illumination is our individual light, and so, if it is not impious to 
say this, here also like is apprehensible by like: as the sensible is by sen- 
sation, the opinable by opinion, the knowable by science, so by the 
One in ourselves do we apprchend the One, which by the brightness 
of its light is the causc of all beings, by which all participate in the One. 

Take, then, all sense-perception, not merely ours but that of the de- 
mons, and that of the cosmic gods, and that of the sun itself, and that 
of the ‘‘absolute’’ gods, and that of the assimilative gods,'® and the 
very fount of sense-perception that is its demiurgic cause.' “For with 
the intellect he lays hold of the intelligible, but sensation he applies to 
the worlds” (Or. Chald. fr. 8 DP). If you consider step by step this 
whole series which springs from the fount of sensation, you will find 
not one member of it to have knowledge of the One. Just as, in Homer, 
Zeus is said to be invisible even to the perception of the Sun, “which 


16 Chaldacan terminology, Or. Chald. fr. 16. Cf. 1171.6 above, where we find a ref- 
crence to the‘ ‘paternal silence.” 

7 Omitted in Latin, but added by Klibansky as necessary for the sense. 

108 That is, the d&adAvroe and the ddoporwrixoi. 

9 For the demiurgic, as opposed to the paternal, cause, cf ET, prop. 157. 
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has the most penetrating light.” (Iliad 14.343-344). And Plato says that 
the One is known by no sensation, for, he says, no being senses it— 
evidently not even the divine sensation, nor the primary cause of sen- 
sation; nor, in general, is there any mode of cognition in the divine In- 
tellect that is coordinate with the One. Neither, therefore, does the 
demiurgic sense-perception perceive the Onc, for even that is a percep- 
tion of things existent. 

Secondly, consider opinion; first, ours, then that of the demons, 
then that of the angels, then that of the cosmic gods, then that of the 
absolute gods (for these, inasmuch as even they have something to do 
with the world, contain the rational principles of sensible objects), then 
that of the assimilative gods (for in these are the causes of the cosmic 
gods); and, finally, the demiurgic opinion, Opinion itself, for this is the 
fount of all opinion and is the primary cause of the things that exist in 
the world, and from it the circle of difference has its origin. Consider 
this whole serics and say: the One is unknowable to all forms of opin- 
ion. 

There remains knowledge. Do not regard only what we have; for it 
is particular and there is nothing venerable about it—it does not know 
the One—but regard also the knowledge of demons, which sees the 
kinds of existence; and the angelic knowledge, which sces what is prior 
to these; and that of the cosmic gods (by which they follow their “ab- 
solute” leaders); and that of the absolute gods themselves, which op- 
erates transcendently in the sphere of the intelligible; and, higher still, 
that of the assimilative gods, through which they are the first to assim- 
ilate themselves to the intellectual gods; and in addition to these, con- 
sider the original knowledge which is united to the intelligible them- 
selves, which in the Phaedrus (247d) is also called ‘‘knowledge itself”; 
and, above all these, consider the intelligible union which lies hidden 
and unutterable in the interior recess of Being itself. Consider all these 
kinds of knowledge and understanding of existence, and you will see 
that they all fall short of the One. For they are all knowledge of Being 
and not of the One. But the argument has shown that the One is above 
Being. Therefore all cognition, whether it is knowledge, or opinion, 
or sense-perception, is of something secondary and not of the One. 

But we have said that the (One is also inexpressible) . . . so much the 
more (do we say) that it is unknowable to any reason-principle that 
comprehends a multiplicity (?). . .1!° 


"9 ‘There must here be a lacuna of some considerable extent, since when we resume we 
are well into the second part of the division which Proclus has made, that the One is inex- 
pressible, and are discussing the question of names. For the latter bit, | adopt an excellent 
Suggestion of Westerink, that sult circumcurrens aliquid dico is Moerbeke’s misreading of 


™ ae Reperpéxorte Aoyy aS 7.7. wWepiTpExXwy Te AE yw. But that does not solve the main 
problem. 
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Names may be human or demonic or angelic or divinc—for there are 
divine names, as the Cratylus says (400d), which the gods use in ad- 
dressing each other, and in the Phaedrus (255c) Socrates, himself di- 
vinely inspired, says, “whom Zeus named Himeros when he was in 
love with Ganymede.” And the Timaeus (36c) says, referring to the 
Demiurge, ‘‘He named the circles of identity and difference.” For I 
believe that these passages agree with the theologians inasmuch as they 
signify by the words quoted that there is also an order of divine names. 

All these things belong to what comes after the One, and not to the 
One itself. No attribute of other things is applicable to the One. For 
they are all inferior and fall short of its transcendent super-eminence. 
What could be made commensurable with it, since it is not among the 
kinds of existence but is beyond them all alike? For if a thing is com- 
mensurable with anything else, this means that there arc some things 
that agree with it more and some less; but the Onc transcends all things 
equally. So none of the things that come after it is commensurable with 
it, or corresponds to its nature, or can be compared with it. 

Further, every name which can be properly said to be such by nature 
corresponds to what is named and is the logical image of the object. So 
there is no name of the One but—as somebody has said!!@—it is even 
beyond breath. But the first of the things that emanate from it is rep- 
resented by the rough breathing with which we utter “hen.” Itself, it is 
unnameable, just as the breathing by itself is silent. The second is rep- 
resented by the utterable vowel which now becomes utterable with the 
breathing, and it itsclf becomes both utterable and unutterable, un- 
speakable and speakable; for the procession of the second order of ex- 
istence has to be mediated. Third comes hen which contains the un- 
soundable breathing and the soundable force of e and the letter that 
goes with this, the consonant n, which represents in a converse way the 
same thing as the breathing.'!> And the whole is a triad formed in this 
way: from this one derives a dyad, but behind the dyad there is a 
monad. But the first principle is beyond everything and not merely be- 
yond this triad which is the first thing that comes after it. 

This, then, is the context of his argument which deduces the trinity 
by way of the names from the first principle. While he is theologising 
in this way, he is thinking only of the very first development of names, 
declaring that ‘‘one”’ is the very first of names, which is subordinate to 

"1 Cf. In Crat. 19.24f. Pasquali. 

12 A reference to Theodorus of Asine (Test. 9 Deuse). Cf. In Tim. IL, 274.10ff. (= 
Test. 6 Deuse), where the doctrine on the letters of the One is explicitly attributed to him, 
and Deuse’s commentary ad loc. 


‘13 Presumably in the sense that consonants are non-sonant, even as the rough breath- 
ing is, but conversely. 
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the simplicity of the One. He is working purely with an understanding 
of what is designated and he discovers these two assuming to them- 
selves utterable sounds, and prior to these, and given these, he discov- 
ers thirdly that prior breathing which is the silent symbol of Being (hy- 
parxis). 

Clearly we must first enquire how it is that no name of the One is 
really spoken. We shall learn that if names are natural, the first principle 
has no name, not even the name ‘‘one,”’ understanding that everything 
that is by nature a name of something has meaning as being congruous 
to its object, either by analysis into simple names or by reduction to its 
letters. If this is so, then “‘one”’ has to be reduced to its letters, since it 
cannot be analysed into any simpler name. So the letters of which it is 
composed will have to represent something of its nature. But each of 
them will represcnt something different, and so the first principle will 
not be one. So if it had a name, the One would not be one. This is 
proved from the rules about names which are plainly stated in the Cra- 
tylus (390d). 

The question arises, however, how it is that we call it “one’” when 
the thing itself is altogether unnameable? We should rather say that it is 
not the One that we call ‘‘one” when we use this name, but the under- 
standing of unity which is in ourselves. For everything that exists— 
beings with intellect, with soul, with life, and inanimate objects and the 
very matter that goes with these—all long for the first cause and have a 
natural striving towards it. And this fact shows us that the predilection 
for the Onc does not come from knowledge, since if it did, what has 
no share in knowledge could not seek it; but everything has a natural 
striving after the One, as also has the soul. 

What else is the One in ourselves except the opcration and energy of 
this striving? It is therefore this intcrior understanding of unity, which 
is a projection and as it were an expression of the One in ourselves, that 
we call “the One.’ So the One itself is not nameable, but the One in 
ourselves. By means of this, as what is most appropriate to it, we first 
speak of it and make it known to our own peers. 

Since there are two activities in us, the one appetitive and the other 
teflective (the former existing also in those beings that are inferior to 
ourselves, but the latter only in those that are conscious of their appe- 
tites), that abiding activity that is common to all may not be absent 
from our own souls, but these must be responsive to the energies that 
concern the first principle, and so the love of the One must be inextin- 
guishable. This is indeed why this love is real, even though the One is 
incomprehensible and unknowable. But consciousness labours and 
falls short when it encounters the unknown. So silent understanding is 
before that which is put into language, and desire is before any under- 
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standing, before that which is inexpressible as well as before that which 
is analysable. 

Why, then, do we call the understanding of unity within ourselves 
“one” and not something elsc? Because, I should say, unity is the most 
venerable of all the things we know. For everything is preserved and 
perfected by being unified,''* but perishcs and becomes less perfect 
when it lacks the virtue of cleaving together and when it gets further 
away from being one. So disintegrated bodies perish, and souls which 
multiply their powers die their own death. But they revive when they 
re-collect themselves and flee back to unity from the division and dis- 
persal of their powers. 

Unity, then, is the most venerable thing, which perfects and pre- 
serves everything, and that is why we give this name to the concept 
that we have of the first principle. Besides, we noticed that not every- 
thing participates in other predicates, not even in existence, for there 
are things which in themselves are not existents and do not have being. 
And much less does everything participate in life or intellect or rest or 
movement. But in unity, everything. 

Even if you mention “many,” this cannot exist without having a 
share in some sort of unity. For no multitude can be infinite, so ifa 
multitude occurs, it will be finite. But a finite multitude is a number, 
and a number is some one thing. For “three”’ or “four” (and so for any 
of the numbers) is a sort of unity. It is indeed not a monad, but at any 
rate it is a unity, for it is a kind, and a kind always participates in unity, 
for it unites its members. Or how could we say that “‘three’’ is one 
number and “‘four” another, if they were not distinguished from one 
another as distinct unities? So everything participates in some unity, 
and that is why ‘‘one” seems to be the most important of predicates. 

It was therefore correct to give the name “one’’ to the conception 
which we have of the first principle. And as we know that unity is com- 
mon to everything and preserves everything, this will guide us in nam- 
ing that which is the cause and the desire of all things. For it had to be 
named either after all things or after those that come next after it; so it 
can be named “one” after all things. '!5 

Why do we not say that the other names also are names of the con- 
cepts that we have, and not of the things themselves—e. g. “intellect,” 
“the intelligible,”’ and so on? I would say because the conccpts of other 
things give knowledge of the things of which they are concepts, and 
they arise in us cognitively; and for this reason they are sometimes 
(though not always) projected into language. But our concept and ap- 


4 Cf, Plotinus Enn. VI, 9.1. 
5 Cf. PT Il, 21, p. 74.5-11, S-W. 
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prehension of the One, i.e. our travail, is in our nature per se, and not 
in the manner of a perception’ or cognition. The other concepts, 
being cognitions, coexist with their objects and are capable of naming 
them, for their objects can somehow be grasped by them. This con- 
cept, however, is not cognitive and docs not grasp the One, but is es- 
sentially an operation of nature and a natural desire of unity. This is 
proved by the fact that the desire of everything is desirc of the One, but 
if our concept werc of something known, then its object would only be 
the object of desirc to the cognitive powers and not to things without 
knowledge. 

From this it is clear that the Onc and the Good are the same."!” For 
each is the object.of desire to all things, just as nothingness and evil are 
what all things shun. And if the One and the Good arc different, then 
either there are two principles or, if the One is before the Good, how 
can the desire of the One but be higher than the desire of the Good? But 
how can it be better, if it is not good? Or if the Good is before the One, 
since it will not be one it will be both good and not good. If, then, the 
One is the same as the Good, then it is right that it should be an object 
of desire before any cognition and that the apprehension of it should 
not be of the same kind as of knowable things. This is why our con- 
cepts of these really name their objects, for thcy know them; but this 
other apprehension desires something unknown and, impotent to 
comprehend it, it applies the name “one,” not to the unknown—for 
how could it?—but to itself, as somehow divining the reality of what 
transcends itself and everything else. But it is unable to reflect on the 
One itself; for, as we have said, the desire of the One, the incessant 
movement of striving, is in all things by nature and not by represen- 
tation. Even the divine Intellect, as I have said before, does not know 
the One by direct vision" (i.e. intuitively) or intellectually, but is 
united with it, ‘‘drunk with its nectar” (Symp. 203b), for its nature, and 
what is in it, is better than all knowledge . . . (Lacuna) Thus the One is 
the desire of all, and all are preserved by it and are what they are 
through it, and in comparison with it, as with the Good, nothing else 
has value for anything. 

So Socrates says at the beginning that it is knowable, but immedi- 
ately adds a qualification, saying how it is knowable, namely, “‘to him 
who inclines his own light towards it’’ (Rep. VII, 540a). What docs he 

N6 Kar’ ExsBoddy (secundum adiectionem).. Originally an Epicurean term, &a¢fod is taken 
up by later Platonists, beginning with lamblichus (c.g. Protr. 22.4, 118.29 Pist.), with the 
general meaning of an act of “‘attention” or “apprehension.” 

"7 Cf, Book VI, 1097.1 08f. above. 

US Sm Pdyraws, transliterated by Moerbeke (“intuitively —iniective—is his transla- 


tion) a rare word, used by Proclus elsewhere only at De phil. Chald. Ecl. 4. 3 Jahn. Adj. 
first used in this sense by Iamblichus, Protr. 18.2 Pist. 
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mean by “light,” except the One that is in the soul?"? For he said that 
the Good can be compared with the sun, and that this light is like a seed 
from the Good planted in souls. Besides, before speaking of the light, 
he too made it quite clear that the way to it is by negations: “‘As if in 
battle onc has to rob it of everything and separate it from everything” 
(Rep. VII, 534b). 

So it is right that it should not be possible to apply a name to it, as if 
one could be made to fit what is beyond all things. But to it “one” only 
can be applied if one desires to express what not only Plato but the 
gods, too, have called inexpressible. For they themselves have given 
oracles to this effect.’ “For all things, as they come from one and re- 
vert to one, are divided, intellectually, into many bodies.”” They coun- 
sel us to get rid of multiplicity of soul, to conduct our mind upwards 
and bring it to unity, saying, “Do not retain in your intellect anything 
which is multiple,’’ but “direct the thought of the soul towards 
the One.” The gods, knowing what concerns them, tend upwards to- 
wards the Onc by means of the Onc in themselves. And this precisely 
is their theological teaching; through the voice of the truc theologians 
they have handed down to us this hint regarding the first principle. 
They call it in their own language, Ad, which is their word for “one”; 
so it is translated by people who know their language. !2! And they -du- 
plicate it in order to name the demiurgic intellect of the world, which 
they call ‘“Adad, worthy of all praise.”” They do not say that it comes 
immediately next to the One, but only that it is comparable to the One 
by way of proportion; for as the former is to the intelligible, so the lat- 
ter is to the whole visible'?? world, and for that reason the former is 
called simply Ad, but the other which duplicates it is called Adad. Or- 
pheus has also pronounced which god was first named, saying: ‘‘The 


"9 On the “One” of the Soul, cf. above 1071.25-33 and n. 49 ad loc. 

120 What follow are quotations from the Chaldaean Oracles, but they donot survive iti 
Greek. However, W. Theiler has tentatively restored the first from Moerbeke’s literal 
translation: 


qavra yap BF évos Gv7a Kai Epradw sis Ev i6vra 
TéeTpyTat, Goel vospas, cis T@poara MOA. 


The latter quotations (lines 30-33) are obscured by Klibansky’s punctuation. The true 
quotation seems to be “‘Neque in tuo intellectu detincre multivarium aliud,” which 
might be retranslated as unéé. . . 2v 76 v@ Katéxesw wohvToiKiAoY &AXO. For trodvToixidas 25 
a Chaldacan term, cf. fr. 34.1. As for the third quotation, it might be a free rendering of 
fr. 112: Otyrio de buxis Bados &uBporov- Supora ravta | &pinu tarétacov Gve—ora dis- 
tinct fragment on the same lines. On this passage, see H. D. Safftey, ‘Les Néoplatont- 
ciens ct les Oracles Chaldaiques,"’ Rév. des Et. August. XXVII (1981), pp. 220-225. 

21 This must still refer to the Chaldacans, but in this case we have a piece of real Chal- 
daean lore, not attested as such in the surviving fragments of the Oracles (though the 
terms éva€ éréxeewa and Sis éréxewva, for the supreme god and demiurge respectively, 
may well allude to Ad and Adad). On Adad cf. Macrobius, Sat. [, 23.17, where he gives 
‘‘unus unus” as a translation of Adad. 

122 Reading visibilia for MS invisibilia, which gives no proper contrast. 
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gods called Phanes by name first on great Olympus” (fr. 85 Kern). He 
himself speaks of things that existed before Phanes and symbolically 
applies names taken from the lowest levels of reality'~—‘‘Time” and 
“Ether” and “Chaos” (fr. 60 Kern), and, if you will, “the Egg,”’ but he 
never says that the gods used these names. For these were not their 
names but he transferred to them names that belong to other things. 

If, then, one must give a name to the first principle, “one” and 
“good” secm to belong to it; for thesc characters can be seen to pervade 
the whole of existence. Yct it is beyond every name. This fcature of the 
One is reproduced, but in a different way, by the last of all things, 
which also cannot be represented by a name of its own; how could it, 
since it has no determinate nature? But it is named dexamene, i.e. “re- 
ceptacle,”’ and tithéné, i.e. “nurse,” and “matter” and “the underlying,” 
after the things that come before it, just as the first is named after the 
things that come after it. 


“Therefore it is not named or spoken or judged or known, and nothing 
perceives it.” “Apparently not.” (142a) 


It is stated clearly in the Letters (VII, 342a-344a) that no name can 
with certainty comprehend an intelligible object, nor can a visible pic- 
ture, nor a definition, nor any rational knowledge of it. The intellect 
alone is capable of grasping an intelligible essence certainly and per- 
fectly. Plato works out the argument for one example, the circle. 

For when does this mere name “‘circle’”” grasp the whole essence of 
the intelligible circle? When we hear the name, what do we know but 
the name? 

Nor does an impression drawn in the dust by a geomctrician com- 
prehend it. For this is mercly one of the copies multiplying it, not first 
known by reasoning but by sense and imagination. 

Nor yet the definition, which docs indeed circle round its essential 
nature; but it is complex and composite and so cannot seize upon the 
simplicity of that essence. 

Nor does the theory of it grasp it, even if it meditates a thousand 
times things that themselves belong accidentally to the circle, and one 
might as well call it knowledge of these other things. 

All these are about it but are not itself. But the intellect and intellec- 
tual knowledge knows the essence itself and comprchends the Form it- 
self even by simple intuition. So it alone is capable of knowing the cir- 
cle. And similarly for “the equal” and “the unequal” and the other 
characters severally. 


2 William would seem to have misread xpévoy in his text as xosver, translating this 
as temporibus. 
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If, then, we have shown that names and definitions and rational 
knowledge are worthless for grasping intelligible objects, what should 
we say about them with regard to the One? Surely that all names and 
all discourse and all rational knowledge fall short of it? So the One is 
not nameable or expressible or knowable or perceptible by anything 
that exists. This is why it is beyond the grasp of all sensation, all judge- 
ment, all science, al] reasoning, all names. 

But, you will say, what is the difference between this and what he 
has already said? For he said before that there is no apprehension of the 
One. But there he said that the One (is not knowable) by others. . .14 
He is showing by this very insistence that it is not unknowable because 
of the weakness of other things, but by its own naturc. By what he said 
before, he indicated the inferiority of other things in relation to the 
One, but here its super-excellence with regard to itself. 

But we must attend to the fact that when he says that the One is not 
known, by “knowledge” he means “rational knowledge.” Before, he 
mentioned three things—rational knowledge, opinion, and sensa- 
tion—and as in this sentencc he takes up two that are the same as in the 
previous one, namely sensation and opinion, it is obvious that by the 
third, “knowledge,” he means only rational knowledge, so that if there 
is a divinely inspired knowledge that is better than rational knowledge 
and which leads the One in ourselves towards that One, obviously the 
argument did not eliminate this, and learning it is the ‘“‘final discipline,” 
as Socrates rightly says (Rep. VI, 505a), because it is discipline in the 
final knowledge. But this final knowledge is not science, but is higher 
than science. 


“Is it possible that all this holds true of the One?” “I should say not.” 
(142a) 


To all his negative propositions he now appends this very unex- 
pected conclusion, which raises a grave doubt. In what sense is it im- 
possible that these things should hold true of the One? Are not all the 
foregoing arguments dismissed by this single remark? 

Some people'® have therefore been persuaded by this passage to say 
that the First Hypothesis reaches impossible conclusions, and so that 
the Onc is not a real subject. For they associate all the negations into 
one hypothctical syllogism: “Ifthe One exists, it is not a whole, it has 
not a beginning, middle, or end, it has no shape,” and so on, and after 
all the rest, “It has no existence, is not existence, is not expressible, is 


'® Klibansky's supplement here seems unjustified, but there is plainly some corrup- 
tion or lacuna. Presumably we must supply a clause which mentions the difference be- 
tween what is being asserted now and what was asserted before. 

'3 Origen the Platonist. Cf. above 1065.1fF. and n. 38 ad loc. 
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not nameable, is not knowable.” Since these are impossibilities, they 
concluded that Plato himself is saying that the One is an impossibility. 
But this was really because they themselves held that there is no One 
that is imparticipable by existence and, therefore, that the One is not 
different from Being nor from the Onec-Being, and that “one” has as 
many modes as being, and that the One that is beyond Being is a mere 
name. 

In reply to this interpretation, it must be stated that impossibility 
must lie cither in the premise or in the reasoning. But the deduction 
was a necessary one, as cvery consequent statement was always proved 
by what went beforc, and the premise was truc. For there must be a 
Onc that is simply onc, as we have shown both from what is said in the 
Sophist and also from objective necessity. 

So the hypothesis does not lead to a conclusion that is impossible or 
that conflicts with Platonic doctrine. What morc need we say to these 
people, who are already refuted by what is said about dialectic in the 
Republic (VII, 534bff.), namely, that it treats of the causc of all the in- 
telligibles, which approach differs in no way from the negative 
method?! 

If this view is true, where does Plato discuss the One negatively? Not 
in the Second Hypothesis, where he discusses “all” affirmatively, nor 
in the third, wherc he discusses “‘all” negatively. The alternative re- 
mains, that the discussion of the Onc is either in this hypothesis, or no- 
where. But the latter is unlikely, as Socrates said in that passage that it 
was the main subject of dialectic. 

But others admit'?’ the validity of the hypothesis, because the Re- 
public also says about the first principle that it is what is beyond intel- 
lect, and the intelligible and beyond existence (VI, 509b), and these are 
what Plato here denies of the Onc, while in the Second Hypothesis he 
begins by affirming existence. So if the first does not deal with the One 
that is beyond Being, what other hypothesis is there besides it that does 
so? And so their reply to this doubt is that Parmenides believes all the 
foregoing conclusions to be true, but that this statement is not the close 
of the discussion of the First Hypothesis, but is put down as the start- 
ing-point of the Second; in order to show the way to the Second Hy- 
pothesis, he says that someonc may find these conclusions impossible 
as concerning the One. He had to bring in what was needed to pass 


3% Adopting an emendation of Westerink. 

1” Once more we are in a sequence of three authorities, culminating in Syrianus, so 
One may conjecture that this is Porphyry. Note the significant contrast below, 68K.25- 
26 between following consequentia logographica (Noyoypadbuch &xohavdia), and rerum theoria 
(i) re apeypcirav Yewpia), a contrast made also at In Tim, 1, 73.28, and 339.18. Though 
no contrast is made in those pages between Porphyry and Iamblichus, it is the sort of 
contrast which Procius does make between them; cf. e.g. 1, 87.6ff, 195. 22ff. 
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over to the Second Hypothesis so that we should not find anything su- 
perfluous. For these things only scem impossible because of the inex- 
pressiblencss of the One, since it is obvious to any one that, as far as 
truth goes, they arc not impossible. For possible premises do not lead 
to impossible conclusions, but the premise is possible, unless the 
really-One is incapable of being real. The Stranger in the Sophist re- 
minds us of this (245a-b) where he refutes those who say that the first 
is the whole, by showing that the really-One is not a whole. If the 
premise is granted that there is the absolutely-One, then everything 
follows necessarily from this by necessary hypothetical syllogisms. So 
this statement, ““These things are impossible,” is made as a constructive 
introduction, in order to show the way to the Second Hypothesis, be- 
cause they are impossible on account of the super-exccllence of the 
One. For what is to follow is more commensurate with our under- 
standing and easier to communicate to us that what has gone before, as 
it has more affinity with our minds. Plato himself in the Letters (II, 
312e) replies to someone who asks what the first principle is, that such 
a question is unsuitable. For nothing that has any affinity with us 
should be attributed to the first principle, and one should absolutely 
not ask ‘“‘what is it like?’’ That is dealt with in the Second Hypothesis, 
which asks what the One Being is like and shows that it is a whole, that 
it is a finite and infinite manifold, that it is in motion and at rest, and 
that itis everything, in due order, that agrees with these characters. But 
the First Hypothesis which takes the absolutely-One for its subject 
does not tell us what it is like, but removes cverything from it and as- 
signs nothing to it because nothing that has any affinity with us ought 
to be said of it. From this it is obvious that what has been said will seem 
impossible (though, as has been shown, it is all possible), because it is 
so far from our own nature and so totally foreign to Plato’s own rule 
for speaking about the first principle. 

This, then, is the argument of these people. But others, '” later than 
these, think that this conclusion is a generalisation which contains all 
the previous negations. For just as there are conclusions rounding off 
every theorem, so this conclusion is appended to the rest, “that all these 
things are impossible of the One,’’ namely, ‘‘many,” “whole,” 
“shape,” “being in itself or another,’’ the various genera of Being, 
“like” and “unlike,” “equal” and “unequal,” the property of being 
older than, younger than, and the same age as itself, the three- and 
nine-foldness of the parts of time, and after all these, also participation 
in substance, being existence itself, being participable by existence, ex- 
pressiblencss, knowableness. All of these, as has been shown, are im- 


28 Perhaps Iamblichus. See previous note. 
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possible of the One. This is why he asks if it is possible to say these 

68K things which he has asked about of the One, and Aristoteles denies it. 
For whatever you add to “one,” any kind of existent whatever, is 
something other than one. If “one” has something else added to it be- 
sides what it itself is, it becomes “something that is one” instead of 
being simply “one,”’ just as, if “animal” has something else added to it 
besides what it itself is, it becomes “‘a particular animal.”” And so with 
everything considered in itself: “good,” or “equal” or “like,” or 
“whole,” if they have anything else added to them they are no longer 
just those characters themselves but have become “something good,” 
“something equal,” “something that is like’’-—in general one should 
say the same about all these characters considered in themselves as 
about ‘‘one.” This is, then, a single negation summing all the rest and 
added to them. The One, not being onc among all things, is the cause 
of all.'2° So the general negation represents at the same time the whole 
progression of all from the One and the manifestation of individual 
beings taken together and separately in the order that appears fitting. 
And this interpretation, too, is correct. 

Of these solutions, the former aims at literary consistency, while the 
latter does not depart from the consideration of reality, However, fol- 
lowing our Master, we must also say that negative propositions in the 
sphere of the existent have different meanings according to their sub- 
ject matter. Sometimes they have only a privative, sometimes also 
specific!® significance. E.g. we say “‘is not” in speaking of rest because 
it is not movement or identity or difference, and similarly we say “is 
not” in speaking of movement because it is not any of the other things; 
and in general each thing is in a single way, inasmuch as it is itself, but 
in many ways it is not, inasmuch as it is distinguished from other 
things. But though we deny other things of it, these negative proposi- 
tions are in a particular way tied up with positive propositions. For it 
does also participate in cach of the other things, yet it keeps its own in- 
tegrity and is what itis. In this case, then, the negative propositions are 
specific, for not being that, it will be the other; now this is intellectual 
form. For it has been shown that it is the character of difference as 
distributed'*' in this sphere that makes “not being” true in it; this is 
what constitutes negation here. 

On the other hand, in speaking of sensible objects we say that Soc- 

' Cf. 1075. 17-34 and 1076.30-32 above, and Plotinus Enr. VI, 9.6: ‘That which is 
cause of all is none of those things (of which it is cause).” 

'® Specionaliter, presumably translating eténrexas. Cf. 68K.26 and 70K.4 below. 

's| Cf. Plato, Soph. 255e: “And we shall say that (the character of difference) pervades 


all (the forms) . . .”; and 257e: “The character of difference seems to me to have been 
parcelled out." 
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rates is nota horse and not a lion, and is not any of the other things, for 
he lacks all the other characters. For, being one particular thing, he is 
not an infinite number of others, and in him there are lacks, which are 
nothing but lacks, of all of those characters. For he does not ina partic- 
ular way participate in the other things, as we said was true of intelli~ 
gibles. And this non-participation is not due co the purity of the idea 
“Socrates,” but to the weakness of a material and corporeal subject, 
which is incapable of a simultaneous participation in everything. For 
this reason negative propositions in the intelligible sphere really ex- 
press something about the predicates. The same holds true also of neg- 
ative propositions about objects of sense; but in the former case they are 
specific, while in the latter they are merely privative. 

But negative propositions about the One do not really express any- 
thing about the One. For nothing at all applies to it, either specifically 
or privativcly, but, as we have said, the name ‘“‘one’’ names our con- 
ception of it, not the Onc itself, and so we say that the negation also is 
about our conception, and none of the negative conclusions that have 
been stated is about the One, but because of its simplicity, it is exalted 
above all contrast and all negation.!*? So he rightly added at the end that 
these negative propositions do not express anything about the One. 

It is not the same thing to refer to the Onc and to express something 
about the One.'** The argument does not express anything about the 
One, for it is indefinable. So the negative propositions that have been 
stated do not express anything about the One, but do refer to the One. 
This is why they resemble neither those which occur in the intelligible 
sphere nor those which are about the objects of sense. For the former 
are about the same things of which the negations also are predicated, 
while the latter do not in any way express anything about the One. 

This, then, is the solution of our first doubt. But from another point 
of view one must say that he first denies everything of the One, think- 
ing that negations arc more suited to it than assertions, and keeping the 
hypothesis which says “‘is” of the One. But since, as he advances, he 
has taken away from it not only everything else but also participation 
in substance and Being, which itself is of high value, and has shown 
that it is neither expressible nor knowable, now at the end he rightly 
removes from it even the negations themselves.!** For if the One is not 
expressible and if it has no definition, then how will the negations be 


132 Cf. 1076.35ff. above. 

'33 Cf. 1191.56. above. 

"4 Accepting Westerink's cmendations. William must have misread his text here. (gv 
for dv in line 24; and utique dicet in line 25 must conceal or mistranslate a word for “re- 
move.’” Cf. 70.1-2). 
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true for it? For every proposition says that “this” belongs to “that.” 
(But as nothing can belong to the One), it is totally unnameable. But 
there has to be some name as the subject of a negative proposition, and 
so even the negations are not true of the One, but negations are truer 
than assertions; yet even they fall short of the simplicity of the One. 
Indeed all truth is in it, but it is itself better than all truth. So how would 
it be possible to say anything true about it? 

He is therefore right in ending with the removal even of the nega- 
tives, saying that it is impossible that they should express anything 
about the One, which is inexpressible and unknowable. And one 
should not wonder that Plato, who always respects the principles of 
contradiction, says here that both the assertions and the denials are false 
of the One at the same time. For with regard to what can be said, as- 
sertion and denial make the distinction between true and false: but 
where no proposition is possible, what kind of assertion would be pos- 
sible? It is clear to me that he too, who after Plato refused to admit a 
One above Intelligence for the reason that he was convinced of the va- 
lidity of the principle of contradiction, and saw that the One was inex- 
pressible and unspeakable, stopped short at the intellectual cause and 
the Intellect, (making that) the cause superior to all things;!* however, 
by asserting that the Intellect is the causc, he eliminates providence; for 
it is providence that is characteristic of the One that is beyond Intellect, 
not mere thought such as is proper to Intellect. And by abolishing 
providence he does away with creation, for what can provide for noth- 
ing is sterile. And by rejecting creation he is rejecting the hypothesis of 
the Ideas according to which the Demiurge fashions his work, and con- 
sequently—not to enumerate everything—he does away with the 
whole of dialectics . . .'°7 introducing new doctrines into his inherited 
philosophy. In order to escape this, we say that, for the inexpressible, 
contradictory propositions are both false, that they make the distinc- 
tion between truc and false only in the sphere of the expressible, and 
that in no sphere are thcy ever both true. 

To give, as they say, the third cup to Zeus the Preserver,'* we take 
the negative propositions about the One as gencrating positive propo- 
sitions, as has often been said; but do not think that the One has the 
power of generating all things, both productivity and existence having 


'85 Added by Klibansky to fill a lacuna in the Latin. 

6 There is a gap of eight letters after supra, line 9, which may have contained some- 
thing like sedentem. Klibansky's supplement of four lines of text is altogether too clabo- 
rate. It is Aristotle, of course, who is being referred to. 

57 Once again, a gap of eight letters. Klibansky punctuates wrongly. New paragraph 
should begin with Ut igitur. . . . 

88 A proverbial expression, but used by Plato at Philebus 66d, Rep. IX, 583b, Ep. Vil, 
340a. 
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been removed from it. For power is a middlc term between these. - . 
the last negation referring to the Onc removes also such negations from 
it.49 And “these things are not possible of thc One” means that even 
the power of generating all things, which we said was a characteristic 
of negation, does not belong to the One, and therefore, even if it is said 
to generate and to produce, these expressions are transferred to it from 
the sphere of the existent, since they are the most distinguished names 
of powers. But it is better than all these names, just as it is better than 
the things that are named by us. Indeed, if I am to state my opinion, 
positive propositions apply rather to the monads of kinds of being, for 
the power of generating things is in these. The first principle is before 
every power and before assertions. 

Next, then, let us take up the fourth way of solving the problem. 
The soul ascending to the level of Intellect . . . 9 ascends with her 
multitude of facultics, but sheds everything that dissipates her activi- 
ties. Now going further and having arrived there she comes to rest in 
the One Being, and she approaches the One itself and becomes single, 
not becoming inquisitive or asking what it is not and what it is, but 
every where closing her eyes, and contracting all her activity and being 
content with unity alone. Parmenides, then, is imitating this and ends 
by doing away both with the negations and with the whole argument, 
because he wants to conclude the discourse about the One with the 
inexpressible. For the term of the progress towards it has to be a halt; 
of the upward movement, rest; of the arguments that it is inexpressible 
and of all knowledge, a unification. For all these reasons it seems to me 
that he ends by removing the negations also from the One. For this 
whole dialectical method, which works by negations, conducts us to 
what lies before the threshold of the One, removing all inferior things 
and by this removal dissolving the impediments to the contemplation 
of the One, if it is possible to speak of such a thing. But after going 
through all the negations, one ought to set aside this dialectical method 
also, as being troublesome and introducing the notion of the things de- 
nied with which the One can have no neighborhood. For the intellect 
cannot have a pure vision when it is obstructed intelligising the things 
that come after it, nor the soul distracted by deliberation, of the things 
that are lower than the soul, nor in general is it possible to have perfect 
vision with deliberation. Deliberation is the mark of thought’s encoun- 
ter with difficulties: this is why Nature produces and knowledge says 


1% Sc. essence and activity. But there is plainly some corruption in the tcxt here, 
140 A gap here of eight letters in the MS, but no apparent break in sense. Perhaps just 
an epithet of Intellect which William could not read. 


602 


76K 


COMMENTARY 


what it says without dcliberation."' It deliberates only when it is 
doubtful and falls short of being knowledge. 

Just as there deliberation ought to be eliminated from our activity, 
although it is brought to perfection by deliberation, so here all dialec- 
tical activity ought to be eliminated. These dialectical operations are 
the preparation for the strain towards the One, but are not themselves 
the strain. Or rather, not only must it be eliminated, but the strain as 
well. Finally, when it has completed its course, the soul may rightly 
abide with the One. Having become single and alone in itself, it will 
choose only the simply One. 

This seems to be the point of the last question that Parmenides asks 
when he concludes this long development of the argument about the 
One. And so it is right that Aristoteles also, following him, {passes 
from)'*? the nature of Being to the inexpressible itself; for by means of 
a negation he too removes all the negations. It is with silence, then, that 
he brings to completion the study of the One. 

4 ‘Avemorérws transliterated by Moerbeke. The term éiotacis, for “attention,” 
“deliberation,” seems first to occur in Philodemus and so is presumably Epicurean in or- 
igin, but brought into later Platonism. It is used already by Plotinus (Enn. II, 7.1.7), and 


fairly frequently by Proclus. 
'@ Accepting Westerink’s tentative filling of a small lacuna here. 
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